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Eucharilt, there are Four ch/ef Opinions among Chri- cipal Opini- 
{t1ans. ONS CONCENM- 
THE . 
The. 737, That it is Preſent to the Worthy or Faithful Re- = _ 
eciver, in all the #fjicacy and Benefits thereof ( either as it /uf- F*;._ 
fer'd, or was raisd again) by a communication to us of Chrilt's ;  z7;-zu4] 
«Prrit, whereby we are viviticated, united, and incorporated into Preſence. 
him. Z7? nullus hic miraculo dandus bocus eft cum ſciamus qua ra- 
Zone ChriſtusCang ſuc adit nimirum Sprritu vivificanteſpiritualiter 
& efficaciter, ---ut ipſius aromitas poſſit nos vroificare &y in nobis 
habitare, oportuit corpus iþ/tus pro nobis frangi in Cruce, &c. at- 
gue hanc frattionem ty effuſtonem fide a nobis apprehendi, ut hac 
fide inſiti corpori ipſins, caro ipſius, ſanguis ipſins effetti, poſſimns 
fiert participes, juſtitia &y vita ipſius, atque ita aternum domicil:- 
um dtivinitatis.----Spiritus ſanttus nos cum Chriſto conjungens, etiam 
longi(/ime diſtantia ſecundum hcum copulat multo ar&ius Cy propius 
guam im uno toco gow conjunguntur. This opmion ſeems not to 
put any real or ſubſtantial Preſence of Chrilt's very Body and Blood 
in the Euchariſt, or worthy Receiver, but a real participation of 
all the benefits thereof, by his Siri communicated to the faith- 
ful Recetver of the conſecrated ſymbols of his Body. 
The Second Opinion goes beyond this, or at leaſt ſeems ſlo YF.2. _ 
( for T muſt confeſs I do not well underſtand it, and we ſhall look 2. Rea/Pre. 
more into 1t anon }) and affirms a rea/ Preſence of Chrilts Body, ſence, aliquo 
not only in its verze, but 1n 1ts very /#btance ; but in this, not 046. 
after a natural or carnal, but ſpiritual, manner; not to a//, but = 
only to the worzhy- Receivers. 7o them, (1.e.) to their Souls and , 
Spirits, by the {uſception of Faith, and not to their Mouth or 
their Body. Again, to them, but not to the ſymbols at all ; or if 
in ſome ſenſe to theſe ( as Mr. Hooker, /. 5. f. 67. ſaith, they re- 


. = the Preſence of Chriſt's Body and Blood 1n the py Prin- 


_ ally exhibzt , but not contarn 1n them, that which 4v77h, or by, 


them God beſtoweth ), yet not ante uſum, or before the aft of Re- 
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ceiving. Neque enim mortis tantum ty reſurrefionts ſuw benefe- 
cirm nobis offert Chriſftus, ſed corpus ipſum in quo paſſus eſt oy 
refarrexit, {aith Cafy. mm 1 Cor. 11. 24. and theſe tollowing quota- 
tions are found in his Zutze. L4.c.17, But how thele þ72h exprel- 
{ions, where he oppoſes the Znmgl/ians, agree with thoſe d7m- 
ute, where He oppoſes the Lutheran and Romanyft, I know nor. 
Negue cnim mihi ſatisfacinnt qi dum Communionem cum Chriſto 
o/tendere volunt, nos Spiritus modo participes facimmt praterita car- 
mus & ſanguinis mentione. Quaſivero illa oninia de nihilo difta fo- 
rent, caruem ejus vere efje cibum, &c. non habere titam niſi 7A1 
caruem illam manducauerit, &c. Que omnia non poſſe aliter #7 
mtelligimuas, quin totus | Chriſtus | Spiritu fy corpore novis adþu- 
VEOalt. === Then quoting Z#ph. 5.30. he ſaith, Apoſtolns ſermonem 
exclamatione finit. ; maguum ( mguit ) iftad arcanim ! ver. 32. FEx- 
treme ereo dementie fuerit nullam communionem aguoſcere cum 
carue ty ſanguine Domim, quam tantam eſſe declarat Apoſiolus, wt 
eam admirari quam explicare malit, -nullum locum relinguo hutc ca- 
wvil'o, quaſi dum. fide percipi Chriſtum aico, intelligentia duntaxat 
velim Cconcipi.----Manducatio non eft fides, fed ex fide conſequitur. 
---panuem quem frangimus communio eſt, &c. neque eſt guod objiciat 
guiſque, fienratam efſe hcutionem.---Hoc elt Corpus Meum rem /1g- 
nificatam vere exhibet.--- Fatt participes ſubltantie ejus, virturem 
guogue ejus ſcutimus in bonortuim omnium communicatione. And 
of the Lutherans, he ſaith, S7 ita ſenſum ſuum explicarent, dum 
pants porrigitur annexam efje exhibitionem corporis quia mſepera- 
bilis eft a jizno ſuo veritas, non talde pugnarem. F.24. In anſwer 
to thoſe who objected, Se rations humang ita addiftum efje, ut 
#1hilo plus tribuat Dei potentie (1n the matter of the Eucharilt ) 
Juam nature ordo patitur ty diftat communis ſenſus, he ſaith, Ego 
ho mpjlerimm miime rationts humane modo metior, vel nature le- 
gibus [ubjicio.--- Humane rationi nihilo magis placebit ( that which 
he afhrms) penerrare ad nos Chriſt; carnem, ut nobrs fit alimentum- 
In his paucts verbis (1.6. of the Doctrine of the Euchariſt, as 
he ſtates it), gui non ſentit ws9m miracula, pluſguam fat 
prdus eft ; quando,---nihil magis increaibile, quoi res toto celi op 
terre ſpatio arfhtas ac rimotas in tanta locorum diſtantia non tantum 
conjunzt, fed uniri, ut alimentum percipiant anime ex carne Chriflz. 
See the place 1n him,--Porro de modo ſe quis me imterroget, fateri 
ron pudebit, ſubliminus efje arcanum, quam ut vel meo imgenio com- 
prehend;, vel enarrari terbis queat. T cannot but ask here (tho 
i digreſs ), ſeeing this great DoCtor of the Reformation in fuch 

a good 
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a 'g00d mood, what if any ſhould ſay, Chrifts Body, preſently aftcy 
Conſecration, is with the Symbols after the ſame mexplicative and 
miraculous manner , as he makes 1t with the Soul, and fo toge- 


ther with them is recerv'd from the Prieſt ? (See what he himiclt 
faith favourable to this, 1n that place quoted before,----S7 ita 


ſenſum ſuum, (Oc. -Y mnſeperabilts eff a fieno ſuo veritas,----And 
\. 33. Atque hac eff Sacrament: mtegritas, guam violare torus mun- 
dus non poteft, carnem oy ſangumem Chriſti non minus vere dart 
maignis, quam eleftis Det fidelwbus : ſimul tamen verum ef, non 
ſecus atque pluvia ſuper duram rupem decidens, effluit, g&yc. And 
before, Alud et offerrz, alind recipi,--- T ask, Are the Preadand 
Chrift's Boay ofter'd apart? Why not together ? And if they be 
together when Offer'd, why not together before ? ) What can he 
reply from any argument of Sexſe or Reaſon againft it? Will he 
plead a poſlibility of Chrift's Body being really vreſent to one 
defanite fibſlance in ſuch a. place ( namely, the S9u/); and an im- 
poſſibility of 1ts preſence to another ſubitance , the Bread or 
WYme ? Or, himſelt thus granting 1t 1n general preſent after an 
inexplicative or inconcetvable manner ; 1t any other ſhould name 
ſome particular way unexphlicative (2. e. fally ), how can he pol- 
fibly diſprove it by any way of —_— {ince he grants this 
matter above It (now tis. _ y him above 1t, becauſe 
implying in 1t ſomething which to Reaſon ſeems, but which 
7s not contraditory ) but only by God's Yord and plain Reve- 
lation ? As for example, If he can ſhew the Scriptures ſome. 
where to ſay, That Chriit's Boay zs there preſent, but not join'd 
with ihe Signs. 


7 TI might add to theſe of Calvin, the Confeſſion of Beza and 
others, when they were deſirous to accord the matter with the 
Lutherans (which you will find quoted by Biſhop Forbes, Euch. 
I, 1.6.3 -34- beleced by ZZoſpin. Hf. Sacram. parte altera, Þ. 251. 


Fatemur in Cana Domini non modo omnia Christi beneficia, ſed 


ipſam etiam Filii Flommis ſubſtantiam, ipſam mquit veram Car- 


nem, xc. ty verum illum ſangumem quem fudii pro nobis non 
fremficart duniaxat, aut ſymbolice, typice, propont _—_ abſen-. 


t1s memoriam , ſedvere ac certo repreſentart, exhiberi & applicanda 
offerri, adjunttts ſymbolts minime nudis, ſed que ( quod ad Deum 
ipſum promittentem oy offerentem attmet ) ſempcr rem ipſam vere 


ac certo conjuntfam habeant, [tve fidelibus, ſtve infidelibus proponan- 


tar. Fam vero modum illum quo res ipſa, (4.6.) verum corpus & verus 
þ B 2 ſangus 


] » 
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fanguis Domini cum ſymbolis copulatur , - dicimus efſe ſymbolicum, 
ſ/ree ſacramentalem, ſacramentalem autem modum vocamus, non quz 
fit figaratious drntaxat, fed gui vere fy certo ſub ſpecie rerum vi- 
finihum repraſentet quod Deus cum ſymbolis exhibet & offert 
mempe (quod paulo ante diximus) verum corpus & ſangumem 
Chriſti : ut appareat nos iþ/ius corports (y ſanguints Chriſti praſen- 
tram in cana retinere by defendere, gy /1 quid nobis cum vere pits 
& oetis fratribus controverſte eft, non de re iþſa, ſed de praſentia 
modo dauntaxat, gui ſol; Deo cognitus eſt,- fy a nobis creditur, dt- 
ſceptare &. Hold they not here the preſence of Chriſt's body 
cum ſymbolis? Laſtly Mr. Hooker, 5. L. 67. ſe. affirms even of 
the Sacramentaries and the #7/? opinion, that thoſe who read 
their books, ſhall find; that they grant the holy myſteries in{tru- 
mentally both to make us partakers of that grace of that body and 
blood which was given for the life of the world ; and beſides alfo 
to 1mpart unto us in re and real, tho myſtical, manner, the very 
Perſon of our Lord himſelf, whole, perfe, and entire. Thus 
much now of the ſecond opinion, to which T ſhall return by and 


The 3d. opznon goes yet farther than the ſecond, and (moved 
by the expreſſions partly of Scriptures, ['tis faid that Zurther 
Epiſt. ad Argentinenſes acknowledges ſe walde propenſum fuiſſe mm 
eam ſententiam, qua in Euchariſtia nihil prater panem agnoſcit , 
& conatum totis viribus hoc afſerere, ſed non potuifſe ſatisfacere 
Seripturis gue contra objiciebantur,| comparing Matt. 26. 26. and 
1 Cor. Ti. 24. xc with 1 Cor. 11. 26, 27. | eateth this bread, | 
partly allo af the Fathers, who many times alfo call it bread after 
con{ecration,) affirms a real preſence of Chriſt's body with or under 
the /tens; meaning by them, the ſub/tances of the bread and wine 
{till remaining after conſecration. Making (if we take the mode- 
rateſt ſtating thereof ; for ſce what Caf/ander conſult. art. 10p. 81. 

uotes Melandthon and ſome others, at ſome time before the re- 
Wed opinion, to have held ; Aferimus cum Chriſto Domino 
corpus Chrijti non modo efje 1n, cum, fub pare, ſed gud pants /it cor- 
pus Chrifti ipſum , itaque unum cum tipſo pradicatione identica.;) 
the meaning of [hoc e/t corpus menm| to be, not hic parts manens 
adhuc panis, ipſe etiam elt corpus meum; but, hoc, god continetur 
ſaab pane conſecrato, eft corpus meum ; making the article | hoc | ſup- 
ponere confuſe (to ule Bellarmm's termes) pro eo quod continetur ſub 
pane ; as the 47h opmmion makes 1t /upponere confuſe, pro eo guod Ccon- 


rmetar ſub ſpeciebus: and to ſhew the underſtanding of ys 
| words 
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words [Foc eft corpus menum| after this manner to be very proper, 
they exemplity in ſome like ordinary phraſes. So, de dolio vint re- 
&e dicimus, hoc eft vinum, ſpeaking only of the thing contained ; 
ſo, de marſupo pleno pecuntts reete drcitnr, he ſunt pecunie : fo, de- 
monſtranao veſtes ſub guibus eft Petrus, we 1ay, hoc, or hic eft Pe- 
trus. Nam abſtrahentium non eſt menaacium. 
Now ſome hold this conjunction of Chriſt's body with the ele- 
3 ments ante uſum 1m mcnſa, preſently after conſecration ; others 
= (perhaps the better to avoid pretences of adorazzon, or of reſerva- 
Zion of the Sacrament) only in the ſe and a& of receiving 71 ore 
fidelium. Again ſome (to make this preſence ſeem more certain, 
and more conceivable) holding an ab:9u:ty of Chriſt's body ; not 
only a preſence then and zhere, but always every where, by reaſon 
of its hypoſtatical union to the ub1quitary Derry ; only (leſt we 
may ſay, we receive it as well (Zhen) in all other bread) {tating, 
that tho it 15 #b7que, yet non poſſe ubique capt, ſed ſolum in care 
guam Chriſftus ad hoc mftituit. 


The fourth opmnzon yet tranſcends this ({ except in the point of F. Ty. 
abiquity,) and affirms the real preſence of Chrilt's body wth, or 4. Rea/pre: 
——_ the ſigns, meaning by them only the accidents, or properties, ſence with 
or all thatis any way to be percerved by /z24t or any other ſenſe, the ſymbots,. 
N of the bread and the wine ; which accidents they affirm {till to re- by Tranſub-- 
main, but holding from the moſt proper ſenſe (as to them ſeems) /tant;ation. 
of the ſolemn words of the Inſtitution, Hoc eft corpus meum &c, | 
a Converfion of the ſab/kauce of them into the hoay and b/ood of 
eur Saviour; conver/w rotins ſubſtantiz: Conc. Trid. ſefſ. 13. 4. C. 
| Which ſeems to be ſo punQuually exprefled, becauſe { of thoſe who 
all held Chrilt's corporal preſence) tome there were, that held the 
ſubſtantial form of bread changed, but not the marter; others the 
matter, but not the form: others agatn that held no total ſubſtan- 
tial converſion of the bread at all, but an zmpanation or hypoltatical 
| union of Chriſt with the Zread, whereby it became his hody, ( cor- 
| pus Chriſti non carneum but panaceum, ) {ſuch as there was with the 
humane nature in his incarnation ; ſaying, pare a Chriſto fierz 
- corpus ſuum, non mutando vel deſtruendo panem, ſed afſjumendo ad per- 
ſonam ſuam. Now this converiion of the ſubſtance was thought 
ft 1n latter times to be exprefled by the word Tranſubſtantiation, 
as a diminutive to conver/ion. For whereas converlion of the 
bread might be underitood either of it with all its propertzes and 
accidents, or only of the ſubſtance thereof, and not of eo 
= TNCTC= 
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therefore to expreſs this diſtin&tively, the word Tranſub/lantiation 
was uſed. Prim authores hujus ſententie finxerunt conver/tonem 
phyſicam ſimplicem panis &y vini in corpus ty ſangumem Chriſti, quam 
poſteriores Romani ty Scholaſtict defendere ut poſſint, manentibus 
accidentibus panis &y vini, commenti ſunt uneriay ſeu Tranſubſtan- 
7iationem. Caip. Peucerus hiſt. pag. 527. Compare with Tranſub- 
{tantiation that expreflion of the Greeks in their anſwer to C/au- 
Ains Cardinal of Guiſe: | Credimus panem m Chriſti corpus 8c ta 
mutari, ut neque pants negue ſubſtantiz ipfius accidentia maneant, 
fedin divinam ſubſtantiam tranſelemententur, | and 'Tranſubſtanti- 
ation 1aith the leaſt of the two. But here note, that tho Coun- 
cils have defined a converſion of the whole ſubſtance, yet {ince 
fuch a converſion there may be many ſeveral ways, dee thoſe 
reckon'd up in Feld Append. to 3. 41b.17. cap.) the particular 
manner they have no way determined, and the Roman Dottors 
remain in their opinions divided. Fatemur, ſaith Dr. Holden 
ae reſol. fid. 2.1.4. c. fare modi ſupernaturalis jconverſionts ſubſtantia- 
lis modum nos penitus latere &c. and Bel/lar. in his recognit. lb. 
£uchar. after his diſcourling of converſion adduthve and produ: 
Etive gx, concludes : ----Quzcgu:d /it de modrs loguend!i, iHlud te. 
nendum eſt, converſionem pants ty vini in corpus op ſangumem Do- 
mini efje ſubſtantialem, ſed arcanam, wy ef bilers oF nullis natu- 
ralibus conver/tonibus per omnia ſimilem &c. Whuilit the third 
opinion therefore interprets our Saviour's words of the Inſtity- 
tion thus, 7c pants contimer ſub je corpus meum, or, hoc quod 
continetur ſub pane ef# corpus meum; the 4th ſaith, Hic pants per 
 conver/tonem et, or fit, corpus meum , or, boc quod continetur ſub 
ſpecie panis et corpus meum : the one holding the ſubſtance of 
the bread to be 7rav/zent, the other permanent. 


\V. But firſt here mote, 1. That both this third and fourth opinion 
| Dbſeruatt- hojd an oral reception, by all commnnicants, even the unworthy, | 
| ns Fourching (according to 1 Cor. 11.27,29.) of the very body and blood ot 
| theſe opimi- Chriſt, tho by the laſt not at all to their benefit, but greater con- 
| #25. demnation. Whichl note here, to ſhew that no complaint upon 
Obf. 1. this account can be raiſed againft the jourth opinion, which may 

not be as juſtly again{t the 7hzrd. 


$ VI. 2. Ate 2/y, concerning the 47h opinton, that tho it makes the 
Obf. 2. whole compo/itum ex materia Gy forma to be changed, yet not fo 
LA the whole aggregatun ex ſubjeffo fy accidente; and tho it makes. 


the 
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the thing ſignified really preſent, yet it (as well as the other opini- 
ons) allows a ſign not only of the inward grace and ſpiritual nou- 
riſhment of the ſoul obtained thereby, bur alſo of Chriſt's body re- 
maining after conſecration diſtinct from the thing ſignified ; name- 
ly, all that of the bread and wine which 1s perceived by ſenſe. 
Burt fo, that under this ſign 1s contained the thing ſignified, 1t be- 
ing fizura non nuda, ſed veritati ſuw tyſubſtantia conjunta, [ienum 
ret praſentis, {ed re: inwvſthilts, (leſt any ſhould think the {ſign need. 
lets.) Hence the Church-hymn, allow'd and recommended by 
Dr. Taylor, p. 331. Sub duabus ſpeciebus. ſignts rantum oy non rebas, 
latent res eximizz, Conc. Trid. 13.ſefſ. 3.c. faith, Foc effe commu- 
ne Euchariſtic cum alits Sacramentis, ut fit ſymbolum ret jacre, oy 
vi/abilis forma inuiſibilts gratic, by which forma v1{tbilrs (as Bell. ex- 

ounds it 4. /. G.c.) 1s meant the ſpeczes of the elements, not the 
Lads of Chrilt. So Bell. Enchar. 2.1. 15. c. Etiam poſt conſecrati- 
onem ſpecies pants fy vint ſunt ſigna corports & ſangumis Chriſti, ibt 
revera exiſtentium : and 3.1. 22.C. Accidentia remanent, quia /1 eti- 
am accidentia abeſjent, nullum efſet m Euchariſtia ſignum ſenſibile ;, 
proinde nullum efjet Sacramentum. So Eſftins: Fuchariſtia conſlat ex 
. pane tanquam materia guadam, par tim iranſeunte.partim remanente ;, 
tranſcunte quidem ſecundum [ubſtantiam, remanente vero ſecundum 
accidentia, m guibus tota ſubſtantie vis & operatio nihilominus perſe- 
verat. Hence they allow of that expreſlion of Z/renans, wheie he 
ſaith ; Eauchariſtiam ex duabus rebus, terrena fy celeſti compojitam 
eſſe: and S. Grezory's; In hoc myſterio ſumma imzs jociart, ter ena 
celeſtibus jungi ; unum ex viſtbilibus oy inviſabilibus fiert. 

2, Nay further they allow, that theſe appurtenances of bread 
mayhave in ſome ſenſe(in reference to former matter contained un- 
der them, and in as much as {till /e#/tantie 1p/ius ommnem operationenm 
retment,) and have often had, the vame of the ſab/tauce, granting: 
them to be called ſo after conſecration by the Fathers, (hence they 
reject not that expreſſion of St. Auſtin, Panem conſum?i comedendo,) 
by the Apoſtle, 1 Cor. 11. 26, 27 ; nay, &y our Saviour, Mat. 26. 29. 
Alar. 14.25. Of theſe fgns they predicate many things, which: 
they allow by no means to be ſaid of Chrilt's boay ; and ordinarily 
the ſame things of theſe accidents of bread, which the 3d. opinion. 
ſaith of the /ub/tance : See Blondel acknowledging this P. 215. 1o 
fapere, aigeri, natrire, comfartare corporaliter &c they apply to theſe 
accidents, athrming /mgulari miraculo tam operationes Pants GE 
guam proprietates ſubſiſtere gy conſervari abſque natura. And. to: 
{ heodoret and ſome other Fathers, that ſay, after conſecration. the: 

ature: 
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ature of Bread remains, they grant thus far, naturales wires fp 
proprietates remancre, and think this ſufficiently clears the Fa- 
thers meaniug. Now what 1s this but 7au7um #00 to affirm con- 
ſubſtantiation , and cloſe 1n with the 3d. opinion ? ( which me- 
thinks much reflects upon thoſe who, very charitable to the one, 
maintain ſo great a feud againſt the other). So frang? dentibus, 
dizeri, comburi, rodi a brutis animalibus, and whatever other 
things may be namr'd ( — only thoſe attributes which in- 
dicate the preſence of Chriit's Body 70 or wth the ſpecres , whilſt 
zuteere) all, or at leaſt the more modeſt of them (no Council 
having decided any thing in this matter) apply only to the 
accidents, not to Chri3t's Body, Bellarmin ( who, bolder than 
{ome others, uſeth ſome exprefiions of Chriſt's Body being ca- 
pable of ſuch things per accidens, mmproprie, mm ſpecie ahena ) 
ſaith, Chriſlus vere m Sacramento exiſtit, ſed nullo modo ledi po- 
tet, non cadit in terram, non teritur, nom roditur, non putreſcit, 
7047 crematnr, illa enim m ſpeciebas i$tis recipumtar, ſed Chriitum 
700 afficiunt ; licet ſpecies 1pſe fmt comjunta cum Chriito, Each. 
/. 3. c. 10. and the concluſion of that Chapter 1s, 2 propria ſpe- 
cie Chriftus bac pati non poteff. And good reaſon to Jay this, 
becauſe theſe accidents are held ad ſuppoſitum Chritti non pert:- 
nere, neque in lo mharere ; lee Eftins Sent. 4. Di$8. 9. See. 3. 
Ob. 4. and Biſhop Forbes de Euch. . 1. c. 4. /. 9. Now in aftirm- 
ing of Chriſt's Preſence to them in ſome abuſes of theſe Signs, 
( tho ſince his Body 1s voluntarily preſent, gy /me ulla ſu: Le/rone 
aeſmit eſſe, ſicut ante conſecrationem 1ih1 non erat, whether it may 
not in ſuch ,caſes be withdrawn, I think none can ſay, and 
the Roman Dottors are divided about 1t. See Forb. Euch. l. rt. 
C. 4. ſ. 9. Blon. p. 212. yet) I 1ſce no great cauſe of offence, ſince 
as the Cardinal well ſaith in the Ame Chapter, zp/a diumitas 
noune ubigque elt praſens, ( tamen non | wr deſeit 7n ſordibus, non 
crematur mm flammis, nec putreſcit m putreſcentibus rebas. 

3 Again, as thele ſpeczes are acknowledged by them Signs of 
the Body, in one ſenſe preſent, ſo of the Body in another ac- 
ception, or mode not preſent ; namely a Memorial of the Body 
and Blood of Chriſt, as it was broken and ſhed upon the Crols, 
Siena corports Chrifti ut ſacramentaliter praſentis ; ty figna Cor- 
ports Chrifti ut m cruce immolati. 'Thus they are called a Me- 
mor1al or a Repreſentation of the Paſſion, in the Scripture-phrale ; 
{ee 1 Cor. IL. 25, 26. and therefore may be alſo in the Church's. 
In which reſpett alſo the Fourth Opinion allows the name of 
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type, antitype, /imilitude, figure, gc. not only before,but after Conſe- 
Cration Proper to them. Yereres quando hoc ſacramentum atrunt 
Steenum 4 & figuram, non negant thi efſe verum ChriFft! corpus, 
fed mtelhgunt nou bi efſe in propria ſpecie, ſe. ut converſans mn 
mundo, patiens in cruce. Nay yet farther they ſay, ipſum corpus 
& ſanguis Domini , ut ſunt 1 illis ſpeciebus, ſigna ſunt ejuſadem 
corports &y ſanguimis ut fuerunt in cruce. For Eu:hariitiam ( take 
1t for the /igum fy /ienatum, which /iznatum 13 10vilible in the Eu- 
chariſt, both together ) they hold to be /ienum, ſymbolum, repreſen- 
tationem, memoriale, typum, yc. mortis ſeu paſſionts Chri$ti ; ſeu 
carnts &y ſanguints, ut illa ſuffixa, ille effuſus et wiſibiliter in cru- 
ce : For Corpus Chrifti ut ſub ſpeciebus panis ( being dew. guoad 
ſabFtantiam, but not idem quoad qualitatem, nor eo modo in Eu- 
chartitia quo fuit im cruce) non eff vere, ſed repreſentative cor- 
us 7m cruce. And this it 1s allo by reaſon of the vilible ſpeczes, 
lince 1t ſelf not percezuable cannot be repreſentative. 

4 And this which they ſay here, methinks, ſeems not 
unreaſonable  ( by which alſo they accord many ſayings of 
the Fathers, which elſe would contradi&t what the ſame Fa- 
thers ſay in other places, which Dr. Taylor, p. 311. -paſleth over 
with Bying, tis their fault or forgerfuneſs ) ——m—_—_— 
what Dr. 7 ay/or hath ſaid againlt it, p. 317, &x. where he fir 
urgeth, that dem non eſt /imile. Resp. but tho theſe are ſuppos'd 
zdem 10 ſubſtance, yer in all the ries and modifications there- 
of, as Dr. 7ayhor himſelf grants, p. 20. the ſame Boay to be crucified 
and eaten in ſeveral manners of being. And what more ordinary 
than for a Body or Man at one time to be ſaid to be /ke or un- 
like what he was at ſome other time ? Secondly, If I well un- 
derſtand him, he urges the abſurdity of making an v/ible and 
£hlorified Body, the /i2n of a viſible and humbled. Reſp. But they 
making the Yoay, as in the Euchariſt, a /iz2 or repreſentment of 
it as upon the Croſs, do not divide or abltra&t it from the /pe- 
cies of Bread, as he doth; ( for indeed how can a thing inu/rble 
be a /izx in reſpe&t of Men, who diſcern all by their Senles ; 
and indeed none can know when ſuch a /z2# 15, or 1s not), but fay, 
Corpus, as Sacramentally preſent, ſub 71/:s ſpecrebns, 18 a fizn or 
ſymbol of it, as it was once upon the Croſs. Secondly, Tho they 
lay the Body in the Sacrament 1s the ſame with that g/orzfied, yet 1s 
it not in the Sacrament, but only in Heaven, as g/orsfied ; ſee 
Dr. Tayhor, p. 20. Now, I ſay, why not as well the amr 1e- 
veral from what it 1s in Heaven, as from. what 1t was _—_— 

| | X | rol1s * 
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Croſs ? But however this be concerning the Body of Chriſt be- 
ing a type, figure, or ſymbol of zz ſeff; I think the fourth Opz- 
2791 1s no more neceſſitated, in anſwer to the Fathers, to aftirnr 
any ſuch thing, than the ſecond or the third; ſince theſe expret- 
{ions of the Fathers are in ſhew arguments (and are ſo uſed 
by the Fr/f Opinion ) againſt the Real Preſence of Chrilt's wooy 
in the Sacrament | ſee Dr. 7 aytor, p. 319. The Sacramental Body 
7s a figure and type of the Real |, which Real Preſence both the 
24. and 3d. Opinions maintain. And if here you ſay, they are good 
arguments againſt rea/ Preſence with the Sgns, but not with the 
Recerver ;, This ſeems to me to be ſaid gratzzs, and without rea- 
ſon, ſince the rea/ Body 1s no leſs invihible, it with the Szns, 
than if with the PRecezver only ; and we uſually fay, that ſome- 
thing we fee, 1s a Sign of the Preſence of another thing we ſee 
not, tho they be both together ; as Breathing is a Sign of Life, 
Smoke of Fire preſent, tho not icen : the ſame may be ſaid of 
Sinulitude; as a Vizard, reſembling a Face, may be truly ſaid 
a Similitude, when the Face 1s under 1t. 

e- But if the 2d. and 77rd Opinions, notwithſtanding that both 
of them hold Chriſt's Body rea/ly preſent 1n the Encharilt, ordi- 
narily ſay of the Bread and Wine, that they are S1gns and F1- 
gures, both of the Body as Zhen preſent, and alſo of 1t as it was 
formerly on the Croſs ; and thus ſatisfy the Fathers (tho the 


fir Opinion denies rs {atishe them ); the ſame thing faith 


the foarth Opinion of the ſpeczes of the Bread and Wine, re- 
1amiimg, that they are ſymbols, figures, tc. which ſpecies they 
athrm /izzulars miraculo to have, as all the operations and pro- 
prieties, lo much more all the fignifications of the Bread and 
Wine. And becanſe Dr. 7ayhbr inſtanceth in ſome ſayings of 
St. Anstin, of the Sacrament being /iznum Corports, gy. to which 
he diſalloweth their anſwers, and faith, p. 310. 7 hat 7t rs [9 evi- 
dent, that that Father was a Proteftant m this Article, that it 
were a Strange boldneſs ts deny it ; and upon equal terms no man's 
mind in the world can be known : Yet things, I believe, out of 
that Father will not be ſo clear for his fide, as is pretended, if 
firſt he wall grant, that St. Au7in held (as much as himſelf 
doth, or at leaft as others of the ſecond Opinion) Real Preſence ; 
and ſecondly, 1t ſuch expreſſions (as theſe which follow in St. 


- AuStin will prove, that he held this rea/ Preſence of Chriſt's 


Hody with the elements or ſzns ; namely, that ſaying Conf. /. 9. 
C.13. Tantum memoriam [ui ad altare tmum fieri deftderauit ; unde 
| ex 
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ex quo altari] ſcrret diſpenſari vittimam ſanttam, gua deletum et 
thrrographum quod crat contrarium nobis, qua triumphatus et hyſtis 
&c. and that ſaying Corf. g. /. 12.c. where he faith of the confe- 
crated elements or Kucharilt, cz offeretur pro ea, pofiro cazauere 
juxta ſepulchrum, ſacrificium preti neſtri .--- which he ſaith of the 


Euchariſt before communicating, but ſurely would not {ay but of 


Chriſt's body, not of bare bread. And that ſaying Tantra adver/a- 
rium Legis (& Prophet. 2. 1. g.c. where writing againſt an Herertick 
that denied, and urged many abf{urdities in the Old Teſtament, he 
faith, Eat plane ie retro cum ſuis ſumilibus ſociis, gui dixerunt, 
Daurus e$t hic ſermo, &c. Jo. 6. Nog autem audiamus gy mtelliga- 
mus duo Teſtamenta in duobus filits Abrahe &c. ---Sicut Medi 
torem Dei ty hominum, hominem Chriſtum Jeſum dantem carnem 
ſuam nobis manducandam, ſangumemgue bibendum fideh corde atque 


ore ſuſcipimus, quamuts horribilius Videatur, humanam carnem- 


manducare, quam permere, fy humanum ſanguimem potare, quam 
faundere. Andellewhere; Aahuc mn Sacramento ſpes es, guo m hoc 
tempore ( 7.6. till the day of judgment) conſociatur Eccle/ra, guamdiu 
bibitur quod de Chriſti latere manauit. --- Contra Fauſtum 12.1. 20. 
c. See the places quoted PÞ. concerning Chrif7's boay received 
alſo by the wicked.--- Laſtly, that ſaying 1 comment. Pſal. 98. (with 
the Reformed, 99.) upon thoſe words 5. ver. Adorate ſcabellum 
ejas, which we tranſlate, Worſhip at his fJoorſtooh, where alluding 
to -zerra ſcabellum pedum meorum, Ia. 66. he goes on ; /nvemo , 
guomodo ſine impietate adoretur terra ſcabellum pedum ejus, ſuſce- 
Þ1t enim | Chrittus | de terra terram ; quia caro de terra et, fy de 
carue Mariz accepit carnem ; oy quia 1 fe carne hic ambulauit fp 
zpſam carnem jam manducanaam nobis ad ſalutem dedit, nemo autem 
carnem i/lam manducat, nift prias adoraverit, inventum et guem- 
admodum adoretur tale ſcabellum pedum Domint ;, ut non ſolum non 
peccemus adorando, ſed non adorando peccemus. | Which matter 
ſome think he borrowed from S. ,412br0/e upon the ſame Pſalm 
and text de Spirizu Sant?o, 3.1.15. c. Adorate Fake pedum ejus. 
Ttaque per ſcabellum terra mtellizitur- per terram autem caro 
Chriſti, quam hodie guogue in myſterits adoramus, fy quam ApoStol 
an Demimo Feſu adorarunt. | Like to this are many other ſayings 
of S. Auftim. Pſal. 48.33. ---21. And Z#p. 12c. ad Honorat. 27. C. 
expounding that in 21. Pal. 29. v. * Manducaverunt & adoravue- 
runt omnes dutes terre, he ſaith, g zp/t | divites | (per druires 
terre, {aith he before, - hoc loco ſuperbi inteligendi ſunt,) adduttt 


fant ad menſam Dont, tp accipint de corpore ty [arginine 9 
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ſed nabrant tantum: non etiam ſaturantur, (alluding to 26. v. edent 
 pauferes, 1.e. humiles, ſaith he, gy ſaturabuntur, ) quia non imi% 
tantur. Here he ſaith, the wicked do adorare that which they 
receive de menſa Domin ; but tis certain they may not adore any 
thing cle, however conſecrated or ſan&tified, or whatever it re- 
preſent, but only the real body and blood of Chriſt. | But of 4. 
ation more fully afterward.] In which ſayings of his we find 
the real body of Chriſt 72 menſa, in altari, m ore manducantium, 
( not only 72 corde,) in the oblation (which was before communi- 
cating) adored before manducation ; and therefore I think tis 
plain, as S. AuFin held with the ſecond opinion the real preſence 
of Chrilt, ſo with the 3d and 47h opinion the real preſence 77 
menſa or Altari with the elements, or the ſigns. Now, I ſay, 
1f theſe two things be granted once, I do not fee what thing 
that Father can ſay 1n any place, of the bread and wine being 
{ymbols, figures, gc, of Chrilt's pa//zon, or of Chriſt's body thar 
was crucified, gc, which thing the 474 opinion may not ſay of 
the ſpecies of the bread or wine being ſo. Thus much of the 24 
zote, that the 47h opinion, as well as the other, after conſecra- 
tion makes a /izz remaining, and diſtf@ from the 7hing ſigni- 
fied, of which /zzs many things are predicated, which cannot. 
be ſo of Chrilt's boap. 


3. Note 3/y, in comparng the two laſt opinions together, That./ 
ſome at leaſt of the defenders of the 4th opinion reject the third 
as contrary to the Scripture and reaſon, by ſuppoliag a ſenfe 1n 
it, which the 7h7r4, T mean the moderater party thereof, doth: not 
own; whereas, their ſenſe well underſtood, their difference 
{cems not fo great. For thus Pellarm. de Euchar. 3.1. 19.. ar- 
gues againſt it : Fic panis triticeus non &t corpus Domini, (but 
who is there ſaith it 1s? ) fierz enzwm non poteft, ut una res non mut- 
tetur, & tamen fiat ala, eſſet enim pſa, oy non ef/et rþſa: but at 
Iaft, when he takes into conſideration the inſtance whereby the 
third opinion explains it ſelf; that, as of a barrel of wine we ſay, 
Foc eft vinum; 1o we ſay not of the bread, but that contained 
under it, Hoc eF? corpus Domini, (even as the fourth opinion ſaith, 
Hoc et corpus Domm:, of that which 1s contained under the 
ſpecres of bread.) He hath little to ſay againſt their tenent, in 
reſpedt of the expreſſion of Scripture, or evidence of reaſon, his 
arguments from which (3. /. 22. c.) ſeem of little moment, but 
( ſee the end of 19. c.) flies to this ward; /cet 7mm verbris Domint 
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effet aliqua ambiguitas , tamen ſublata eſt per multa Concihia Eccle- 
ſie oy conſenſum Patrum. And fo do many of the Schoolmen ; ſee 
the quotations 1n Zlonael de Euchar. 12. cap. and cocerning this 
propoſition, Potuzfſe Deum efficere ut in Sacramento vere adefſet 
corpus Chriſti cum pane, fy /1 hoc feciſſet myſterium, futurum fuiſſe 
facihius fy minus miraculorum in ſe contmens. Bellarmin 1aith, 
Aliqui negant, alii concedunt ; r:s ad fidem non pertinet , (7. e. of 
the poſlibility of this,) neque de eo eft nobis cum hareticis contro- 
verſa. de Euchar. 3.1. 22. c. 

2. Indeed the difference is not much, when as one ſaith, hoc 
eft corpus meum quod coutmetur ſub acciaentibus ano ; the other, 
hoc guod continetur ſub ſubſtantia panis, (of which the former men 
grant a poſſibility ;) and when as the fourth opinion denies panis 
to remain after conſecration, not becauſe cone Domint cannot 
poſſibly be ſub pane, which the 7h:rd opinion aftrms, but becauſe 
panis cannot be corpus Domzn:, in which the 4hird. opinion a- 
'grees with them : yet corpus Domini ſub pane, the fourth opinion 
adnuts not, the better to accord with Antiquity, who.afhrm the 
bread conſecrated to be, to be made, to be changed into,Chrilt's bo. 
dy, which mutation of 1t into another, they think cannot conſiſt 
with 1ts being the ſame as 1t was before ; bas the bread remain- 
ing as formerly, only Chriſt's. body now-w2th, or under it, tho it 
may be thought to Gig well with the words of /n/tz7u7ion, yet 
they canceive agrees not ſo well with thoſe expreſſions of the 
Fathers ; this interpretation arguing a change indeed about the 
bread, but not a cha indeed of the bread : and perhaps I 
may ſay, to follow the cloſer the words of 72/t:7ution, of which, 
tho the Zntheran ſenſe be not improper, as 1s ſhewed in the for- 
mer inſtances, yet the ſenſe that the four/h opinion gives of them, 
tho perhaps encountring more difhiculties, ſeems more proper : 
whilſt 1n 1t the article Foc no way 1ncludes or 1nvolves any o- 
ther ſubſtance beſides corpus mem. As we may lay, it would al- 
ſo be yet more proper , if the article ZZoc no way inyolved any 
forergn accidents, (as in the ſenſe of the fourth opinion it doth, ) 


but thoſe belonging to our Saviour's body. So, to ſay hoc oi wa 


2#1, 18 more Proper when tis covered with no other. {ubttance os 
accidents but its own, than when tis ſaid fo. of it hid within a bar- 

rel or other veſſel. | 
Thus much of the diſtance between the 7hird and fourth 0. 
pinion. As for ſome incommodious explications and expreſſions 
uſed by ſome of the 7hird opinion ; as that of the ub:qurzy _ the 
Man-. 
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Manhood by reaſon ©f 1ts union with the Deity, with whach the 
Lutheran opinion hath no need to detend 1ts felf againſt the Tran- 
ſubſtantiali{t, who grants a poſhbility of Chriſt's bodily preſence; 
and that, of the bread's being properly called Chrit's boy in the 
words of Inſtitution, from the bread's heing. united with ir, be- 
cauſe the Son of God 13 properly called -zau trom the union of the 
Humanity and Deity 1n the perſon of Chriſt; as they are liable to 
much exception, 1ſo are they unneceflary, ſince the /hird opinion is 
quſtifiable without them, | 


4. Obſerve 1n the 474 place, concerning the laſt opintons ; that, 
for the manner of Chriit's real preſence with the ſigns, they are 
not ſo groſs as ſome apprehend, or repreſent them: tor they both 
of them hold Chriſt's bad not to be there phy/ica or Tocali (1. e.) ad 
modnum corporum ſenſibilt praſentia, or incluſtone. - Thus ſaith Conc. 
Trad. ſe}. 13.1.c. Neque enim hac mter fe pugnant ;, juxta modum 
exiſtendi naturalem Schon roftrum in celis aſſid:re ad dextram 
Patris, ty nobis ſubſtantia ſua adefſe praſentem ſacramentaliter,' ea 
exiſtend: ratione, quam et/i verbis exprimere vix poſſumns, poſſibilem 
ramen efje Deo, cog1tatione per fidem lluftrata, ofern pofſumus. &C. 
Bellarm. de Enchar. 1.1. 2.c.3.1.5.c.10. c. and elſewhere in that 
treatiſe. Chriftum non ef/e m Fuchariſtia ut im loco, vel ut in vaſe, 
aut guod ſub alzguovelo, ſed eo modo ut panis prius ; fed non ita ut 
accidentia panis mpnareant Chrifti ſubſtantia; non coex:ſtere aut com- 
menſurari hco ; non eſſe, ita ut habeat orajmem ullum ad corpora ctr- 
cumStantia ; non efſe ſenſibile, viſibtle, tangihile, extenſum ; non ad- 


elſe mobiitter, extenſive, wat noon, as we underſtand this word 


to exclude, not naturam , but moanm corporis. ' See many like 
expreſſions concerning it quoted by Bhrd. 10. c. p. 321. out of 
Romanifts. That nothing belonging formerly to the ſubſtance 
of the bread gy: can he attributed to 1t; as to be whrre, round , 
xc, but only words that fignifie 1ts preſence, as contmeri, ma- 
zere ſub ſpectebus, ſum? in 7 ara ore recipr, &c. Dr. Holden 
Pp. 316. Yerum gy reale corpus Chriſti profitemur- £4 m hoc Sacra- 
mento, non more corporeo ty paſſibili, ſed Spirituali gy muiſtbilt, nob:s 
omnino mcognito. Spirituli, z. as oppoſed to corporal, but by no 
means as oppoſed to real7, which nerther the ſecond opinion will 
tolerate: therefore that 87h Canon Conc. Tri. ſefſ. 13. [Stuis 
arxerit Chriſtum in Fuchariltia exhibitum ſpiritualtter tantum man- 
aucari, Cy non etiam ſacramentaliter, &y realiter, anathema /it,| by 
the /ccoud opinion cannot be cenſured. ah 
2. LNC 
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2: The ſame expreſſions the Zutherans have ( which you may 
find in the pacifick Diſcourſes, of Biſhop Davenant, Morton, Hall, 
&c, ( ſee Davenant adhort. ad pacem Ecclef. cap. 11.) leflening the 
difference between the ſeveral parties of the Reformed, but by 
the ſame reaſon may be alſo urgd as leflening that between the 
Reformed and Romanilt) :ChriSinm adeſ/e /ignis ; but muiſtbiliter, 
mtangibiliter, &c. Again (about oral manducation), recip! quidem 
ore &c. Therefore do they as others deteſt the Capernazzan error. 

3-* See what Biſhop Forbes ſauh ds Zxchar. 1.1. 28.1. Nemo 


ſane ments &c. Urg'd in Diſcourſe concerning the Rubric of the 


£ng. Lit. F. 48. Hear hikewile what Be/armin conftelleth in re- 
cogn. operum, p. 81. ( upon ſome men difaJlowing his converſion 
not produQive, but adductive ; ſaying, on efſe vere conver/ionem 
ſed tranſlocationem, which Dr. 7 ayher alſo pretleth p. 269.) namely, 
upd converſ/io ty tranſubſtantiatio pertineant ad panem, nou ad corpus 
Chriſti 2uod corpus Chriſti nec tranſlocari dici pote3t, cum neque 
deſerat hocum ſuum mm celo, neque mcipiat efje ſub ſpectebus, ut 11 
foco, ſed ut ſubſtantia ſub accidentibus, remota tamen mbarentia. 
---Qzod per conſecratiouem Fuchariſtia non producatur de now, ſed 
Ppreexiſtat Bec. ---Sed quicquid ſit de modis loguend!, illud tenendum 
- eFf, Converſtonem panis F 

ſubſtantialem, ſed arcanam & meffabilem, gy nullts naturalibus con- 


ver/iontbus per ommia_ſfimilem, oy quam ſolus Deus facere potest,. 


gui ſolus in totam entis uaturam abjolutam poteſtlatem habet. And. 
1t, we may believe Dr. Tater, in the place torequoted, p. 269.270. 


and ſee the fame in Bhwudel, p. 197. &c.) that, by converſion or : 


Tranſubftantiation the Romaniits.mean only a local ſucceſſion of 
Chriſt's body into the place of bread, and nothing to be produced. 
but a new #6: or preſentiality, whillt it 1s only made preſent 


where 1t was not before, (a thing which, excepting that-claulſe 
{ 2270 the place of bread | himſelf cannot deny, unleſs he ſaith, , 


Chriſt is no more really preſent in the time of the Sacrament, than. 


out of 1t) thoperhaps ſome terms may ſeem to be uſed unproper- - 


ly, yet the difference and cauſe of offence 1s made 1bll lets: it 


being then only about the place of the preſence of Chrilt's body ; . 


for as for annihilation or ceaſing to be of the bread, this 1s grant- 
ed poſſible to be done, and-1t not done, anerror no way dange-. 
rous. | bs 

4 Thoſe therefore who diſpute againſt the 7wo laſt Opint- 
ons, as profeſling ſuch groſs things (as 1 have ſhewed above) they 


exprefly reject, beat the Air, and have no Adverſary, at lealt. 
| not. 


vini in corpus fy ſaugumem Chriſti efje- 


” - 
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not Councils; nor the moderater and modeſter party of their 
Writers, with whoſe Conceſlions only, the deſirous of Chriſt's 
Peace ought to debate matters of dzfference ; but if they ſay ſuch 
groſs things follow naturally from their proteſs'd Tenents, tho 
theſe Conſequences be denied and renounc'd by them ; here, to 
preſerve their Charity towards the Defenders of the Fourth 
Opinion, I muſt put them 1n mind of that Rule which Dai/le 
hath ſo much entail upon ( in his ogy for the ,Separation 
of the Reform d Churches from that of Rome, printed in Znglifh, 
Cc. 9. and in his Letter to Monſieur 4 Monglat, in Anſwer to 
Chaumonts Remarks upon his Apology, p. 1F, 16. and 1n his Con- 
fiderations upon Chaumonts Reply, p. 31, &c.) to preſerve Cha- 
T1ty towards the Defenders ( being Brethren of the Reforma- 
on ) of the Third Opinion. He in theſe. places ſaith, That, tho 
Adoration of the Sacrament ſhould neceſlarily follow from the 
Lutheran Tenent of Chrilt's Preſence with the Signs ( as Biſhop ' 
Morton ſaith 1t doth, De Pace Eccl. p.g.); again, Tho a De- 
{{ruQion of the Human Nature of Chriſt neceflarily follows from 
the Lutheran Tenent of the Ubaquity thereof ( as he himſelf 
confefſeth it doth ) ; again, Tho the Deſtrudtion of the Trinity 
of Perſons ſhould neceſſarily follow from the Tenent of the 
Greek Church, denying the Proceflion of the Holy Ghoſt from 
the Son (as he quotes many of the Schoolmen to affirm it 
doth ) yet, ſince theſe opiniens deſtroy, or oppugn to, ſuch prin- 
ciples or Fundamentals ( for the deſtruction of which only (ſee 
his c. 7.) a Separation of Communion may be made ), par ſes 
ſuittes, fy non = ſes theſes : cet a dire qu elle maut cette 
rune, mais ne la poſe pas. And lince ſuch men {till hold the 
Principle, and utterly deny and renounce fuch a Conſequent of 
their error (he ſaith ) none ought to impoſe or impute fuch a 
Conſequence unto them ; or for it ſeparate: from their Commu- 
non. Neither may one ( then) impoſe upon the Fourth Opi- 
nion the Conſequential Contradidtons or Abſurdities thereof; or 
for theſe Deſert their Communion. But of this Rule of Dazlle's 
more anon, when we come to Adoration. 


5. Note in the #f7h place for the Third and Fourth Opinion ; 
Thar, ſince they affirm from pretended ſenſe of Scriptures, ſuch 
as Mat. 26. 26. 1 Cor. T0.16.--I1. 27, 29. #ph.5.30, 32, (x. whe- 
ther that (which 1s oppos'd to qualifie theſe Texts) 1 Cor. 11. 
27, 28. be taken only for all the ſen/ib:4a of Bread, as the Fourth ; 

| or 


hy 
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or alſo for the ſubFance of Bread remaining together wth 
Chriſt's Body, as the 7hird Opinion will have 1t ; the Myſtery 
of the Sacrament to be Miraculous and Supernatural, and Tn. 
comprehenſible ( which alſo the Second Opinion pretends to hold ) 
no Arguments drawn from Senſe, or natural Reaſon, or alſo from 
any Rules of ContradiCttion, can be of any force to confute 


them. 
2 For firſt, for the matter of Senſe, they affirm it not to be 


decerv'd at all, but truly to diſcern 1ts proper objedt ; every thing 


fen/ible in the Euchariſt remaining after Conſecration, as before 


It ; and the Preſence of Chrilt's' Body ( whatever it is there ) 
being mvi/able, intangible, fyc. As for that Argument ordinarily 
made againſt the Fourth Opinion, from the poſition of the Ac- 
cidents, which are diſcern'd by ſenſe, to the poſitron of the Sub- 


- lance, which in the ordinary courſe of Nature they accompany 


( as, It hath the uſual colour, tate, gyc. of Bread, therefore 1t- is 
Bread :) 'tis granted good, where intervenes no /ſ#pernatural or 
Miraculous efteft, reveal'd unto us by the Scriptures. Good there. 
fore was that Argument of our Saviours, Z#. 24. 39. Handle 
97e, and ſee, Fyc. And that of the Apoltle, r Jo. 1. 1. That whi:h 
we have heard, which we have ſeen, gy. Good, that of the Fa- 
thers from theſe and ſuch-like places, againit the «Marcionites, 


to prove, Chriſt had no phantaſiical, but a true Body ; and Good 


{till, tho the Marcronizes had pretended a Miracle : becauſe ſuch 
pretended Miracle was not provable from Scripture, bur the plain 
contrary, as appears in the forequoted Texts. But ſuch Argu- 
ment were not good, if one ſhould argue from the outward ap- 
pearance, Zouch, Fc. that the Angels, that came and talk'd, and 
eat and drank with Abraham, and alſo led Lot out of Sodom, 
were Men : becauſe the Scripture hath told us they were An- 
gels. 'In which caſes it conſiſts well ( notwithſtanding what 
Dr. Tayhbr faith, p. 169. ) with the Juſtice and Goodneſs of God, 
to be angry with us for believing our Senfes, or our Reaſon, 
whenever he makes known to us fuch Myſteries contrary to 
the ordinary experience of Nature. 

\ 7 But then you will ſay, the Scriptare hath reveal'd unto 
us no mzraculons or ſupernatural effeEt in the Euchariſt, and there- 
fore an Argument from our Senſes here> itands good. 'The 


Third and Fourth Opinion contend mainly, hat zt hath. You 

_ . ſee then, till this is decided ( of which anon) no Argument from 

Senſes is to be heard ; and after this 1s clear'd, at needs _ 
D 


# 
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be urg'd. The ſame which is ſaid of Arguments from 


Senſe, may be ſaid of Arguments from ſeemmg Contradiction. 
For tho this Propoſition be willingly granted, That whatever 
truly contraditts cannot be effected Porentia Driuvma ; (not natunr 
rally, nor ſupernaturally ;) ſo that there is no place of pleading 
to make two contradictories good, by urging Miracle : Yet this 
general Rule is utterly uſeleſs to us 1n any particular Contro- 
verlie, unleſs we know firſt what things 7ruly contradift. Now a 
centradie#ion is only when the ſame thing 1s denied i or remo- 
ved from it ſelf, as this, | a Man 1s not a Man | or this | a Man 
1s white and wot white |, where the formal contradittion being 
relolv'd; 1s, | 2whiteneſs 7s not whiteneſs |, Now ſuch plain © p- 
parent con7radif7ions, none, having the uſe of Reaſon, will make 
or maintain ; it being one of the primeſt principles of Reaſon, 
Tmpoſſivile eſt idem eſſe ty non efjſe. Therefore where we find. 
Contradictions 2. termmzps (a thing not unuſual with Orators, 
to make the acuter expreſſion ) theſe terms are taken in ſeveral 
fenſes, by _ thoſe who propoſe them; one term not ſignifying 
the formal efJence of the thing. So thoſe ContradiCtions 2 ter- 
mints obſervd by Dr. Taylor p. 14, 15. to the Roman party | as 


corpus incorporeum, cruor mcraentus,\ it the terms be took 1n ſe- 


veral acceptations, will be no formal ContradiCtions ; as if cruor 
te taken for the ſubFZance of Blood, zncruentus for the colour 
and other acc:den7s uſually accompanying, but ( as the Propo- 
nents ſuppoſe ) ?o/ibly ſeparable from, the ſub5ance. So, 1 corpus 
be taken for the ſubſtance of a Body, and zncorporeum for exten. 


fron 1n a place, gc. which the Proponents conceive not e//entzal, 


but accidental, to a Body :. elſe, if corpus: mmcorporenm taken 1n 
any ſenſe be a Contradiation, ſo will the Apoltle's corpus ſprrizuals 
be ; for in the predicament of ſubFtance, incorporeum and ſpirituale 
are made the ſame. . 

'4 But tho not plain and formal! Contradictions, yet wriual, L 
grant, many may and do make, whilft they take thoſe things to 
be averſe, which are the ſame: as if quantum: or extenſum be 
the ſame with corpus ; or rather, exten/to with corporettas (as 
Rrvet affirms 1t 1s, but the Romani/t denies ). then corpus 1on- 
extenuſum will be a Contradition. To know then, what z7ru/p 
contradicts, and ſo is Potentia Divina unfailible, or unſeparable, 
we mult know exactly, what things are the ſame, what d:jfe- 


KeNZ. : 
Ly uit; 


| A Diſcourſe on the EUCH ARIST. 

1. Fiſt, we muſt perſeQAly diſcern all the accidents of any 
thing from the e//ence of it, not only what accidents are ordinart- 
ly ſeparated, (tor this wall have no place where a /zpernateral et. 
fc& 1s urged,) but what are potentia d7ving ſeparable. For that all 
things ſeparable are actually 1n the courle of nature ſeparated; 
or thatevery thing not eſtential 1s ſometimes locally disjoyned 
from the eſſence; or that nothing can be done by miracle, which 
nature never worketh; who can juſtify? Now by what means 
any can know this, I much wonder. 

2. Secondly, ſince the Eſſence alfo of all creatures is compy/it, not 
ſimple, we muſt diſcern all the parts of its effexce one from ano- 
ther , and then know in which of thoſe ef/enzals or conftitutives 
the ef/ence of the thing more chiefly conſiſts; ſo that this re- 
moved, the zame of the thing can be no longer retained. For 


note, that a thing may be ſaid to be the fame ſtill, even tho ſome 


part of the eſſence thereof be changed, or removed; if that where- 
In it more formally confiſts, {ti1l abides ; as a man or a ſhip is 
{ſtill the ſame, tho much of the matter of both of them he altered. 
Now if theſe things no man can exactly know, then to ſay, all 
things are poſſible to God except what contradicts, 15 as much as 
to ſay ; Every partigplar thing that can be named to us, 1s, for a- 
ny thing we know, Fwithout revelation to the contrary ), to God 
- poſlible. Methinks ſome ſuch thing appears from Dr. T atlor's 
conceſſion , p: 240. © Let it appear that God hath aftirm'd 'Tran- 
© ſubſtantiation, and T for my part will burn all my arguments a- 
© gainſt it, and make publick amends. ( See D!ſc. conc. Rubric . of the 
Eng. Lit. F. 20.) Where the Doctor prefers Revelation to all argu- 
ments againſt 1t.. 

3+ Laſtly, for the ſeeming contradictions which are objected 
by Dr. Tay p. 207. I ſee not but that a many of them may be as 
well urged to difprove the wor/d made of nothing ; the reſurre- 
dion to every one of the ſame body when one is fed on, or feeds 9 
another ; the Trinity ; or the Incarnation; &c ; (tor note, that it 
{uch are to be accounted no true contradictions, in reſpect of the 
Trinity, becauſe this 1s clearly revealed ; neither are they 1n 
reſpe& of Tranſubſtantiation, or Conſubſtantiation , tho 1t be 
not revealed, ) nay to diſprove the ordinary Philoſophical axtom 
[ anima eff tota in toto, oy tota in qualibet parte, | which ſoul, if 
 tota in capite, fy rota m pede, 1s conſequently '7ora in two places 
at once: the ſame may be {aid of Angels, and muſt much more 


of the ſimple efſence of God, of whom alſo 1s believed, that- the 
| | D 2 | ſelf 
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ſelf ſame nature 1s totally in three real diſtin& perfons , yet 
without any diviſton or multiplication of it felf; ( mirarur hoc 
mens humana , et quia non capit, fortaſſe non credit- ſaith St. Au- 
guſtin, Fpiſtola 3. ad Yoluſ.) but our Saviour alſo, who never 
departs from heaven on the right hand of the Father till his ſe- 
cond coming to judgment, (4. 3.21.) yet hath often appeared 
here on carth to many, ſeveral times to St. Paul. A many of them 
to diſprove a Camels Paſſing thro a needles eye ; or our Savionr's 
body paſſing thro a avor unopened , (for many bodies to be in 
one place, 1s as well abſurd, as one to be in many ;) but efpecial- 
lv, the multiplying of the five haves to feed ſo many thouſands, 
which doubtles might as well have bin multiplied to feed all the 
world, at any diſtance, and this without i an attribute of 
God, Ubignity, to them. Sec how the Doctor hath proſecuted 
this buſineſs of Ubiquity, P. 214. 217. &c. 231. A many of them 
to diſprove the ſubſtantial preſence of Chrilt's body (and-not only 
by the effects, 1nfluence,or vertue thereof,) to the Gul of the faith- 
{ul recciver, in ſo many ſeveral places, which thing ſeems to 
be aftrm'd by the ſecoud opinion: and the Socinans, Remon-. 


ttrants, Zitinglhans, all that hold only the fir opinion, charge 


tuch contradictions and abſurditics upon the ſecond opinion, as 
well as thoſe do upon the 7hird and fourth. Now any one con- 
tradition found in the ſecond opinion 1s as 1rreconcileable to 
truth, as many ; and if there were no ſceming contradiC&tion in 
1t, why fly they alſo to modus meffabilts gy plenus miracults ? ( lee 
before p. 3.) And indeed, what can be more contradi&tious, than 
fora finite body to be preſent, not only 1n its effects, but ſub- 
ſtance, to another body ; and yet not be preſent there, after any 
manner of preſence, neither of a Body, nor of a Spirit ; neither 
arfinitively, nor circum{criptively, nor repl-tively? (See what the 
DoQtor faith to that effect, p. 218.) But if you ſay t1s there 
medo wneffabili, and think this objettion anſwered by 1t, then 
-why may not others excuſe their ſeeming contradictory expret- 
lions by modus inef/abilis? Methinks., ſetting aſide divine. reve- 
1ron, for matter of reaſoning , thoſe who grant ſe neſcrre mo- 
dam guomodo ef prafens, ſhould hkewiſe confeſs ſe neſcire mo- 
947 gtomoao non ft preſens ; tor if by their reafon they compre- 
hend not the manner, how Chriſt's #oay 1s there, neither can 
they by their reaſon diſcover, but that that particular manner, 
which they oppoſe, may be the manner of his being there. 


6. Note, 
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6ly, Note, that the 7bird opinion denies not the poſſibility 
or feiſibility of the 474, but only diſputes the fa&t; - acknow- 
ledgeth God's power to dot , hut ſaith, there 1s no divine re- 
velation that ſhews, that tis his pleaſure ſo to do; therefore 
the chief blame that is laid by them upon the abettors of the. 
fourth opinion, is, that it, in 1o much doubr and uncertainty of 
the manner of Chriſt's Preſence » ſThould be obtruded on the 
world , . prejudicially to the tenents more probable , as an arti- 
cle of faith. Sce Harmon. Confeſſion. Fudicium Theol. Wirtemb. 
quoted by Biſhop Forbes. Credimus omnipotentiam Dei tantam eſſe, 


at poſit in Euchariſtia ſubſtantiam panis &y vini vel annihilare, vel i 


corpus y ſanguinem Chriſti mutare ; ſed quod Deus hanc ſuam abſo- 


lutam potentiam in Euchariſtia exerceat, non uvidetur efſe certo verbs: 
Det traditum, ty apparet veteri Eccleſiz fuiſſe 12notum. See Chem- 


zit. exam.” Conc. Trid. de Tranſub. Sed dicat quis, Quare ita. con- 
tendamus, an ſubſtantia pants in Fuchariſtia vel remaneat, tel non re. 


mancat, cum theſaurus Fuchariftiz fit non panis naturalts &c. ſecx* 


vera (oy ſubſtantialis praſentia, exhibitio, ſumprio Corports oy ſangui- 
is Chriſti &c? MReſpondeo. Nullo modo pari momento cenſemus. 
panem, fy corpus Chriſti. EteT.utherus ſemper aixit, ſe in tota hac 
di fputatione magis ſpeftare pra;ſentiam corporis Chriſti in cena, quam 


Pra;ſentiam pants. Sed quia 1 ranſubſtautiatio pro articulo fidet ſub: 


ana anathematis proponitur, neceſ/ario contradicendum eft &c. See 


Hell. Euchar. 3.1. c. 11. [Tu hoc valde diſtmeununtur Lutheran a: 


Catviniſtis; Calviniſts enim Tranſubſtautiationem ſceleratam eſje 
hareſin, ty» rem prorſus impoſſibilem \ Lutheran dicunt eſſe poſſubilem, 


101 paguare aperte cum fide ;, unde magis reprehendunt Catholicos, 


guod T ranſubſtautiationem faciunt ar ticulum fidet, quam quod eam de-. 


fendant. 


2. Yet ſome there are of the ſecond opinion , who diſpute: 


not the ſupernatural poſſibility of at, (ſee Caforn de vera Chri/tz- 
ane pacificationis:ratione, joyned to Rivet's animadv. on Gro. 11.C. 
Quaft vero hic de Chriſti potentia diſputetur,--- Rerum omnum Ccon- 
guianam pofſit Chriſtus, fruſtra ſe 
ſenſus omnes noſtros in ſe continere debeat, quidnam velit : ) and who 
grant a polſibility of many of thoſe particulars maintained by 
the 47h opimon; as that, the ſame body may be in many pla- 
ces; accidents per{t{t without a ſubject &x.' which things 
{ome others again make to involve a contradiction. See many 


teſtimonies to this purpoſe. numbred up by Biſhop Firbes de- 


£uthar. 1.1, 2.. Laſtly, 


ver/ronem fier1 poſſe a Chriſto, nos =” fatemur.--= Quarends. 


atigant ;, cum hac una Cognitio. 
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Laſtly, Some of the Second Opinion there are, that hold*the 
Fearth Opinion: more agreeable to our Saviour's words, than 
the 7 hird. See Biſhop Forsh. /. 1. c. 4. [. 5. Longins conſubſtantia- 
torum guam 7 ranſubſtantiatorum ſententiam a Chriſti wyerbis rece- 


dere (1.6. T conceive, as they take the Third Opinion to affirm 


apſum panem efje corpus Domini, tor this ſeems much more un- 
reaſonable, than, Foc guod contimerur ſub ſpecie pants eſt corpus 
Domm ) free litera ſpettetur, ſive ſenſus, affrrmat R. Holpin. hilt. 
Sacr. parte altera, p. 7. &%x. Caluiniani communiter... See Cahuin 
( /nftir. 1.4. c.157./. 20.) where, ſpeaking of ſome of the Zuthe- 
rans athrming propre loguendo panem eſſe corpus Chriſti, he argues, 
that conſequently they mult ſay panem efſe Chriftum ; becauſe 
Zotns Chriſtus offertur m cena ; and then concludes, tolerabilis 
autem PBlaſphemia eſt ſme figura Praaicari de elemento corruptibili 
guod ſit corpus.--Again (ſ. 30.) 1nveighing againlt Lutherans -Ubi- 
quity he 1aith, Papiſtarum tolerabilior vel ſaltem magis verecunda 
eſt dorina. And lee Judicious Hooker, Eccl. Pol. I. 5. fſ. 67. how 
indifterently he behaves himſelf between the two Tenents of 
Conſubſtantiation and Tranſubſtantiation, cenſuring them both, only 
as Opinions arnecefſary and ſuperfluous, and p: 361. ſaying of the 
later ( the 7ranſubſtantialiſts ) that they juſtly ſhun ſome Laby- 
rinths of the former ( the Conſubſtanzaljſts) but yet that the 
way which they take to the ſame Inn 1s ſomewhat more ſhort, 
but no whit more certain. Sce likewiſe Spalat. Rep. Eccl. L. 7. 
C. IT. 2.6. Fateor neque Tranſubſtantiationem neque Ubiquitatem 
herein ullam direfte contmere, Oc. 


7. Yet even thoſe Reformed, who cry out of the Fourth Opi- 
nion as Heretical, Diabolical, Blaſphemous, gc. ( for ſuch alto 
there are ), Seventhly, Obſerve, That for the moſt part thoſe of 
the Second Opinion hold the Third (notwithſtanding the near 
alliance 1t appears to have with the Fourth) no ways Heretl- 
cal, or (tho erroneous) deſtructive of any fundamental or prin- 
pal Article of Faith ( unleſs by ſome Conſequences renounced 
by thoſe who hold the 7hird Opinion) and therefore giving no 
Julit cauſe of any ſeparation of Communion from any ſuch. Cre- 
dere quod caro Chriiti ubique eff, quod in pane. eft, gy oraliter man- 
ducetur, idque etiam ab impzis, ſtipula ty palea eſt, Par. m 1 Cor.3. 
Sce many quotations in Biſhop Forb. Each. /. 1. c. 4. See likewile 
Daille's Charity in the place, quoted before in the end of the 
Fourth Oblervation, p. 16. notwithſtanding thoſe dangerous Con- 

| {equences 
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ſequences of the Third Opinion, of dc/troying Chrift's Flumanitg 
by Ubiquity, and of Aaoration by preſence with the Elements. 
See Biſhop Hall's, Davenant's, Morton's Diſcourſes De Pace Ec- 
cl/iaſtica. How far can men bend, when they have a good mind to 
it? See particularly Biſh. Hall, p. 73. Res apud utroſque eadem, gc. 
Art laſt he brings in the Decree of the Synod of the French Pro- 
teltants at Charentm; in which the Zurherans are recetv'd to 
their Communion, as agreeing w.th them 27 o7nzbus vera Reli- 
gionis principiis Articuliſque fundamentalibus. How well therefore 
the ſame men can refuſe Communion with thoſe of the Fourth. 
Opinion, ſuppoſing the fallity thereof, or aſperſe it with the name 
of Hereſie, 9c. I ſee not ; and perhaps the more moderate do 
not refuſe, nor quarrel with it for this : But the thing they 
blame is Adoration, or the impoſing their 7Tranſub/tantiation on, 
others as an Article of Faith ( of which anon) : to which pur- 
poſe Daille, 1n his Anſwer to the Remarks made by Chaumont 
on his Apology, p. 20. hath theſe words (after vindicating Pez 
and Catvin from holding any real Preſence of Chrilt's Body 1n the. 
Signs ) Mats bienque nous ne croyons pas &c. Altho we believe: 
no ſuch Preſence in the Signs, yet we elteem not that Belief 
ſo criminal, as that it obligeth us to break off Communion with 
thoſe who hold it, as 1t appears by our tolerating it in the Lu- 
therans. So that had the Church of Rome no other Error thaw 
- this, we voluntarily accord her to. have given us no /{uffe:rent 
cauſe of Separation from her. What 1s that Faith of Rome ther 
which I alledg'd as a ſufficient cauſe of Separation ? ( then- he: 
names this) / Adoration de I'Oftie. Thus he. 


Having thus made a Curſory over the Four Opinions about: 
the Euchariſt ; give me leave now to refle& a little upon, and 
fearch more {trictly into the Second Opinton ; which I thank 1s. 
the Tenent of many of the Church of Zzgland. Concerning 
which I do not well underſtand, How 1t muſt-not exther fall into 
many of the difficulties and ſeeming contradiftions of the Third 
and Fourth Opinions, or {lide back into the ſenſe of the 77/4, 
the molt intelligible and perſpicuous indeed, but ( thought by. 
the reſt) too much diminnutiye of this /remendum Myſterinm, this. 
wmetfable Myſtery. 


. Now let us conſider this Second Opinion, firft- concerning its 
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A+ Diſcourſe ou the EUCHARIST. 
Body and Blood 1n the Celebration of the Euchariſt. Next, con” 
cerning its affirming or denyimg ſuch Preſence in or with the 
Signs. As to the former ; the phraſe of real Preſence, if we mean 
by it only preſence in ſomething real, may be uſed by thoſe who 
deny ſub/tantial preſence. For 1t Chrift be preſent to us (.in the 
Eucharisft, ) 1n the benefits of his Paſſion, in his Grace, in his Spr7- 
rift, he 1s preſent to us in ſomething real, tho not in the reality 
of his Perſon. But they, gcing beyond all theſe, even the laſt 
of them alſo, the preſence by his Spzrit, (ſee before p. 2. neque 


enim mortts tautum &c, ---ueque enim mihi ſatisfacaunt &.) at- 


firm a real and /ubſtantial preſence ( for indeed what can real pre- 
ſence of a {ubſtance, ſuch as body and blood 1s, be but ſubſtantial 


preſence? ) even of that body which ſuffered upon the Croſs for 


us : which pre/exce they clearly contradi{tinguiſh to preſence by 
effeet, influence, virtue, grace, or an uniting of our bodies with 
Chrilt's _— by the fame Spirit abiding in both, (by which way 
things furtheſt diſtant (1f we call this preſence) may be ſaid to 
be preſent zo one another, as long as there 1s any thing between 
them, that immediately toucheth or informeth both : ſo the 
head maybe 1aid to be preſent to the foot, the Sazurs in heaven 
to thoſe gn earth, the Welt to the Eaſt-Indies : ſo the ſub/lantial 
preſeuncept Chrilt's body and blood may be aftirmed,as well as here, 
when efer there 1s any communication of his Spirit, as 7n Bap- 
tiſm;/and as properly as the Bread which we break, and the Cup 
whigh we bleſ; here,ſo the Water, that 1s ( then) poured on us,may 
be faid to be the communion of the hoay and bhod of Chriſt): theſe 
nners of Preſence therefore they count not enough to fatis- 
the Scripures, and Tradition. Therefore they ſpeak of Zucharz- 


f+ 
| arorce as a great myſtery, Xph. 5. wrought by God's omnipo- 


tence after a manner ineffable, or incomprehenſible to man's. rea- 
lon. Laſtly, as far 1n ſaub/tantial or real preſence they ſcem to 
g0 as any , either the Zhird or fourth opinion ; in that 
they Som A not the matzer of that Prune ( the which the 
other affirm, ) but the 2arer ; which whilſt the others gueſs, 
{ſome after this, ſome after that manner, they will gueſs nothing 
at all of 1t; (by which they are free from any objeCtions ; ) and well, 
modeſtly, prudently this : only if fuch would not ſo perempto- 
rily condemn the conje&tures of others, ( as perhaps ſome of them 
do not. ) See for what I have now ſaid ( beſides the quotations be- 
fore, Þ. 2. in the relation of this ſecond opinion )- many places in 


Dr. 7 br, the very Title of his book, wherein Þ:ri7ua/ muſt by 
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took in ſuch a ſenſe, as not to deny rea/; and sf Chr:/t, mult be 
\underſtood of the Body and. Blhod of Chrit: For this he faith 

often in the Book, namely, p. 7. ſee p. 20. where, 1n anſwering 

ſome hard ſayings of the Fathers, &. as if the ſame Body that 

was crucified, was not eaten in the Sacrament, he faith, © That 

<« Propoſition 1s true, it we ſpeak of the cating of Chrilt's Body 

<in the ſame manner of being | for 1t had one manner of being 

«on the Croſs, and another in the Sacrament | But that Body 

« which was crucified, the ſame Body we do eat, if we ſpeak of 

«the ſame thing in a ſeveral manner of being, gc. Chriſt's Body 

« therefore 1s in the Sacrament, not only 1n 1ts operation, but 

« being ; tho after another manner of being than 1t was on the 

< Croſs. And what Dr. Taylor ſaith, methinks, anſwers ſeveral 

arguments brought afterward by himſelf out of the Fathers | 
againſt real preſence under, or with, the ſymbols, ſee p.311. Non hoc 

guod videtis, &yc. lee p. 288. They that do not confeſs the Euchariſt 

fo be the Fleſh of our Saviour, (9. See p. 5. where he will have /p:- 

ritual preſence to be particular in nothing, but that it excludes 

the corporal and natural manner, gyc. See ArchB. Zaud, p. 286. See Diſc. 
where he ſaith, The worthy Receruer rs by his Faith made Spi- concerning | 
rttually partaker of the true and real Body and Blood of Chrift oe. the Rub. of” 
And ArchB. Cranmer (as the ArchB. quotes out of Fox, p.1703.) the £9. Lyt. | 
confeſſeth, That tho he was indeed of another opinion, and 1n- C. 14,15. | 
clming to that of Zumglus, yet B. Ridly convinc'd his judgment, 

and ſettled him in the pozn?. 

2. Add to theſe Biſhop Fall, quoted. before ; Res apud utroſ- 

gue eadem, re: tamen ratio diverſa, gc. utroſgue he means Luthe- 

ran, but the Conſequence 1s as good for the Romani/t. See the 

ſame opinion of 4. Spala?. and Biſhop Forbes, quoted hereafter. 
Laſtly, in the new LZzturgy provided for Scotland, in the Ad- 
miiing the Sacrament, the former words or comment | Feed 
on him in thy heart by Faith] are left out, according to the firlt | 
Commun-Prayer-Book of Edw. VI. and alſo the Form in the 
Miſ/als ; perhaps, as being a Diminutive of this great Myſtery, 
in which is maintaind another, a more real eating and partic1- 
pation of Chri/t's Body, than that by Fazth alone. As likewiſe 
there are added in the Prayer of Conſecratzon theſe words ( agree- 
able to the firſt Book of Z&4w. VI. and the Forms of all TRE 
quity; only thoſe run not, «ut nob:s ſint, but ut nobis fiant cor- 

Pres, xc.) | So bleſs and ſan&Fifie with thy Word and Holy Spirit 
' theſe thy Gifts and Creatures of Bread and Wine, that they may 


be unto us the Body and Blood of thy moſt dearly beloved Son | 
E | which 
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which ſeem to tend 'to the ſame purpoſe : and upon Pacer's 
exceptions at them, in his: Cenſura mm ordine Fcclc. g. were by 
the Second Reformetrs of the Common-Prayer-Book caſt out. Now 
in theſe. paſlages above recited ( 1f I well underſtand them ) the 
Preſence of 'Chriſt's 'Bbay 1s as fully and properly afftirm'd by 
theſe, as by 'the Lntheran or Romunist ; only all the difference is, 


'Not about the Preſence, whether carnal/ly or ſpiritually, ſubſtan. 


tially or locally, after the manner of other Bodies, or 207 /ocall, 
or ſubſtantially ; but about the ſaubjef only, to which preſent, ( as 
Mr. Footer well obſerves) whether to the worthy Recerver only, 
or alfo ' to' the elements or fiens 5 or it preſent to the /tens, 
whether not ſome other way preſent to them, than either Couſub- 
or 7ranſubſtantially. Whereas therefore the Lutheran and Ro- 
77anift diſpute the manner, whether our Saviour's Body be Cor- 
ſubſtantially or Trauſubſtantially with the fins ; the other Re- 


form'd and ' zheſe diſpute the manner, whether with the /zens, 


or only with the Recezver ( or alfa whether with the /zgn5, not 
by the forenam'd, but ſome other unknown way ) but 1n its pre- 
ſence with the worthy Receiver all agree, and one affirm it as 
much as another. 


3. But now if one ſhould affirm Chriſt perſonally or ſab/tan- 
tially preſent to'the Recerver, another only virimally preſent, 1n hrs 


' Grace, Spirit, &yc. "tis plain, that here a difference between them 


1s not in the manner of the preſence, but in the preſence 2t ſelf. 
So the firſt Opinion, tho affirming a virtual preſence, 1s ſald to 
deny the real preſence, or any myſtery in the Sacrament. 


Thus much of their affirming the ſubſtantial or perſonal pre- 


fence of Chriſt in the Sacrament, as to the 7hird and fourth Opi- 


nion. | But now, I confeſs, I do not ſee how this doth conſiſt with 
many other things which they ſay. See. Dr. Tayher, p. 15. © But 
« we by the [primal real preſence of Chriſt, do underitand Chriſt 
« to be preſent as the Spirit of God 1s preſent in-the hearts of 
<« the Faithful, by blefſme and'grace,--p.107. by faith and ble/ſing,-- 
« 2nd this 1s all which we mean, belide the Tropical and Figura- 
« 7zve preſence, p. 21. They ( the Romaniſts ) lay, that the ſpr- 
« ritual and the virtual taking him in vertue or effet?, 15 not ſuf- 
« $c1ent, tho this 1s done alſo in the Sacrament. Sce p. 218. where, 
after ſhewing, that Chriſt's" Body 1s in the- Eucharift , nei- 
ther circumſcriptive, Wefmitive, nor repletrve, ( the only three 
ways that are concciyable of being in a place) he __ _y 

| 1s 
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his Body is there figuratively, tropically, repreſentatively in Being, 
{ might not he ſay, or 71 reallity ? now repreſentatively only, 1n 
reſpect of reallity, is the ſame with zo realy, | and rea/ly in 
effect and bleſſing : but this 1s not a natural, real, b:1mg mm a 
place, but a relation to a perſon. I ſuppoſe he means, but Chrill's 
Body in Heaven having a re/atzon to a Communicant on Earth 
In How effefr and bleſſing. Add to theſe, what he ſaith p.120o, 
121, © That we under the Sacrament of Bread and Wine receive 
« Chriſt's Body no more rca/ly, than the Z/raehtes did in the Han- 
« 2a, Rock, Cloud, gyc. both in a diyers Sacrament, ſaith he, but 
« in all the ſame rea/lzy : whatſoever we, the ſame. hey did cat. 
Surely this then argues only a vrtual preſence thereof, not a ſub- 
ſtantial; becauſe Chrilt's Body or Fleſh was not then as yet al- 
ſum'd. See likewiſe p. 276, 277. See p. 7. where he quotes the 
Fathers, that whatſoever they ſpeak of the Euchariſt, they affirm 
alſo the ſame of the other Sacrament, Baptiſm, gc. quoting out of 
St. Anſtin, © that we are made partakers of the Body and Blood of 
« Chriſt, when in Baptiſm we are made Members of Chriſt, &. 
therefore ( whatever may be anſwer'd to the Fathers, of which 
more anon, yet) his opinion 1s, that Chriſt's Body 1s no more 
really preſent in the Lord's Supper, than in Baptiſm, gc. 

2. I find B. Forbes, tho holding neither Conſubſtantiation nor 
Tranſubltantiation, yet much cenſuring, out of Spalat. and others, 
theſe two diminutive compariſons of the Lord's Supper, de Zach. 
/. 1. c.1. ſ.26, 27. Falſo etiam afſeritur, haud aliter nos Corpus 
Chriſti in Euchariftia comedere, quam Patres veteris Teſtamenti, &yc. 
and'/. 27. Perperam etiam afjeritur, res eaſdem efje Chriſlum n 
_— mnduere, oy tþ/ius carnem ac ſangumem in Cana ſume- 
re, (vc. 
| 3. I will add to theſe of Dr. Tayhrs, an expreſſion of Dr. Fam * 
20ud's Pratt. Cat. where he ſpeaks. of the Eucharilt,--God beſtowws 
the Boay and Blood of Chrift upon us, not by ſending it down ts- 
cally for our Bodies to feed on, but really for ——_ to be ftreng- 
thened by it. As when the Sun 1s communicated to us, the whole 
Bulk and Boay of the Sun is not removed out of its Sphere, but 
the Rays and Beams of it, and with- them the Light and [uflu- 
ences are really and verily beſtow'd and darted out upon us. Thus 
he. As therefore not the Body of the Sun, but. only the Beams 

_ thereof, can, be ſaid to be really and focally here bclow ; 1o, I 
conceive the Doctor means, that not the very Yoady of Chralt, 
but the ve&rtme and efficacy thereof only, are really here preſent 
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to the worthy receiver. If ſo, you may ſee how Mr. Hofer differs 
from him in the fame /m/c, ( in. the quotation ſet down above, 
P- 50.) where he ſaith, © not only by effe& and operation, as the 


© influence of the heayens 1s in plants, beaſts, men, &r, which 
© they _ Orc. 
_ 


aſtly, T do not ſee, how this their opinion of ſub/tantial 
Preſence conſiſts with many of thoſe objeAtions made by them 
againſt the 7hird and fourth opinion ; as that in particular of he 
zmpoſſubility of the ſame body to be in many places at once, which 
objection oppoſeth not the modus, but any preſence ſubſtantial 
whatſoever? Burt if on the other fide, in good earneſt, a real 
ſubſtantial Preſence be aftirmed by them ; tho 1n ( wiſely ) not ex- 
preſſing any particular manner, as others do, they both avoid the 
arguments, which perhaps might be made againſt 1t , atd have 
advantage to make ſome againtt others ;- yet I ſee not, but that, 
from their affirming in: general ſuch a Preſence, they muſt 1n- 
cur many of the ſame difficulties with the zhird and fourth opi- 
nion. If they ſay ſub/tantially preſent, but they mean not to the 
elements, but to the. recetver, and that to his /ſou/, not to his 
beay ; yet if they afhrm it as much, or as far preſent to the ſou/; 
as the other doth to the /zzns, ( as Mr. Fooker ſaith, they differ 
only about the ſubjef?, not the preſence,) do not the ſame ob- 
jeatons, abſurdities, gyc, concerning Chriſt's Boay , being both 
fubſtantially in, Heaven and in the place where the Communion 
18 celebrated, with which they afflit the others for making 1t 
preſent with the /zzns, return upon themſelves, for m—_ 1t 
prefent with the recervers? For if it be poffible, that the boay 
of Chriſt, now ſitting at the right hand of God in heaven, can 
notwithitanding this be preſenr 1n our jou, or in our heart, ſo 
may 1t under, or with the bread; unleis we ſay, that we affirm 
not that rea/ preſence to the ſoul, which they do to the bread: , 
Burt then our writers mult not ſay, that we differ only about the 
_ , or the ſubjef? of his Preſence, but the Preſence it ſelf 
a1lO. ; " 
5. If they fay, ſubſtantially preſent ; but they mean ſpriritual- 
{y, not nant Ar 5g. an —— , To ſaith the RomanrFt, 1.e. 
'not with the uſual accidents or qualities always accompanying: 
( where-no ſupernatural effe&) the nature or effence- of a Body : 
but if they will extend ſp:rizuafly ſo far, as that-1t-thall imply 
Chriſt's Þvay to be there, ſubſtantially-or really, yet not-quoad 
uaturam Or _—_ ſuam, or not quoad corpus, this 1s by. a di- 
{tin&ion to deſtroy their zhe/2x. 6. Again,, 
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6. Again, if they ſay, ſubſtantially there preſent, but not /o- 
cally, Cit the i_ and 5 ry , 1. e. crrcumſcriptive,. 
or by ſuch commenſuration to place as bodies uſe to have ; but 
if they will extend /ca/ly fo far, as that they underſtand Chrilt's 
body to be there by no manner of ub: at all, ( ſee Dr. 7 athor p.218.) 
not fo much as ab: definitive, ſo that we may truly ſay tis hzc, fo 
as not #b:que, or a/ib; where no communion ; what 15s this bur to. 
athrm, tis there ſo, as that it 1s not there ? 

7. If they ſay ſubſtantially preſent , by reaſon of the ſame. Sp:- 
72? uniting us here on earth as members to 1t in hcaven.; beſides 
that thus Chriſt's body is no more preſent 1n the Euchariſt, than 
in-any other ordinance or ſacrament, wherein the Spirit. 1s con- 
terr'd; ſuch preſence 1s. properly of the. Þ7riz, not of the oay; 
unleſs that which ( being finite) 1s _ 11 heaven ( as they at- 
firm ) may not rightly be ſaid to be really and ſubſtantially ab- 
ſent from what is on earth. Now if theſe {eemmeg-impoſſubritties 
and contradictions we acknowledge, and Hy to the incompre- 
henſibility and 1nexplicableneſs of the -:y/tery ; all that I reply: 
' 26, that we muſt indulge the ſame priviledge to others, allow-. 

ing that a 7houſand contradiftions of theirs may be as ſoon true,. 
as only one of ours. 

8. But 1f at laſt we plainly interpret-our rea/ and ſubſtantial” 
preſence by Chriſt's being preſent (in corporal abſence.) to the. 
worthy receiver in all. the benefits and effects thereof, we flide: 
back into the fir? opinion, differing. only from them in expreſ- 
ſion ; and then what need we ſpeak any more. of ommupotency for 
ſuch preſence, or make any thing miraculous in the. Sacrament ? 
what incomprehenſiblenefs in this, when ( as HeHarmim ex- 
prefleth it) all that we ſay 1s, That per. fidem apprebendentem 
Chriftum in celo fy manducantem ſacramentum or ſignum corporis: 
ſai, 7 nds. 5 Ju ommia.bong_Chriſt; ? What mean ( then) thoſe 
gradations of reception, not only of bare ſigns, nor of the ſigns 
and the benefirs applied by faith ; but alſo of the very body and 
blood of Chriſt? /n tanta kcorum diſtautia penetrat be 10s Chris 
{tt caro, ſaith Cahtum, ut nobis /it in cibum. Inftit. 4. /. 17.c. 10.5: 


Therefore the. Remonſtrants, diſcerning the difficulties as are. 
above named, into which the afhrming of rea/Preſence calt fome 
| of the Reformed ( pol. pro confeſfrone ſua, p. 256.) ſaid the Zu- 
n:2/ian opinion was /impliciſſtma,tyad idololatriam emmem evitaudam 
zn hag materia. iuprims nece//aria; & qua a. Calyino WO —_—_ 
. . que! Ut 
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guacibns dicuntur manifeſtam in ſe continere tum vanitatem, tum 


. abſurditatem; Gy ex iſto foute emanaſſe ingentem illam idololatri- 


am &C. The ſame lay the Socinians. See Yolkelns. 

And I think &ze;, in his controverſies with Grozias, 1s of 
the ſame opinion with the Remorſtrants, at leaſt much differing 
from Dr. 7aitor's ; for that ſaying of the Conc. Trid. | Sacramenta- 
liter preeſens Sahoator noſter ſubſtantia ſug nobis adeſt | , allowedin 
ſome ſenſe by the Dottor, he maintains to contradict. Qzza quod 
ſacramentaliter praſens eFt, faith he, non ef ſubſtantia ſua pre- 
ſens, nec contra. Animad. p.85. And again, ( Zxamen. p.4.5. )S1 Cor- 
pus Chriſti non et im Sacramento quantitative ( 1. e. ) corporally, or 
ſecundum modum corporis, non eFt emnino ; quza corpus Chriſti ub1- 
cungue et quantum eff, aut non eft corpus. Indeed T have often 
wondred, ſeeing that ſomething more than they willingly grant, 
ſeems necellarily to follow upon it, why ſo many of the reformed 
writers remain not content with a vr tual preſence, which 1s main- 
tained by them to be ſufficient for ſalvation, but concur fo much 
in aſſerting a real and ſubſtantial. I gueſs ; not only the pun- 
tual and fixed expreflions of the Scriptures, ( as the words of 7#- 
ftiturtion, in ſo many relations thereof, not only in the &9/pe/s, but 
in St. Pauls Epiſtle to the Cormthians, being ſo unvariably ob- 
lerved; beſides the cxprellions I Cor. 11. 27, 29. ) and the autho- 
rity of the Fathers ( who ſo often call 1t 7remendum myſter:- 
4m,) and the {tream of Tradition, to have as 1t were necelli- 
tated them to it.; but alſo the authority of Cafvm not a little to 
have moved them , who was a great Leader to our reforming 
Fore-fathers. 

Again, him T ſuppoſe to be induced to it, as from the former 
reaſons, ſo from a deſire to reconcile ſeveral parties of the then 
early begun Reformation, and to moderate and temper the for- 
mer, Lutheran and Zuinghian, quarrel. Of whom therefore B1- 
ihop Forbes obſerves; Quod ſua dotFrina ſuper hac re (as 1t ſeems 
here alſo of the doQrine of others of this ſecond opimon) erat 
maxime incerta, ty dubia, atgue lubrica. ---{ft dum nunc his, nunc 
lis gratificari ſtuduit, haud pauca male ſibi coh.erentia ſcripſit. 
ae Fuchar. 1.1. 1. c. 6. ſet. 

Now to come to the ſecond thing, its afirming, or denying, 
the real or ſab/tantial preſence of Chritt's body with the /z2ns, and 
that, azz7e ſum. And this TI think to be generally denied by the 
2, opinion, (tho I ſee not with what reaſon they can deny a polli- 
b.lity thereof, fince they grant ſuch a preſence with the worthy 

| reccl- 
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receiver.) See Mr. ZZooker 5. 1. 67.5.p.359, © The real preſeuce 
© of Chriſt's moſt blefled body and blood is not to be ſought tor in 
© the Sacrament, but in the worthy receiver of the Sacrament. 
*..-The Bread and the Cup are-his Body and Blood, becauſe they 
© are cauſes inſtrumental, upon the receit whereof the participa- 
© tion of his Body and blood en{ueth. For that which produceth 
© any certain effect, 1s not vainly or 1mproperly ſaid to be that ve- 
© ry effe&, whereunto 1t tendeth. This he ſpeaks in behalf of 
the Scripture-expreſſion, ſaying of the elements, 7 his 7s my boay 
and my blood: becauſe we receive by theſe inſtruments that 
which they are termed. See Dr. Tailor, p. 14. © By ſpiritual we 
© mean, preſent to our Spirits only : that 1s, ſa7h he, 1o as Chriſt 
© 1s not preſent to any other ſenſe but that of faith, or Spiritual 
ſuſception. Where ( to digreſs a little) I wonder why he and 
ſome others ( ſo Dr. Zammond (aith, | for our ſouls to be ſtrength- 
ened &c | quoted before ) do not ſay, that Chrilt's hoay is ſubſtan- 
tially-preſent to the bodies of worthy receivers, as well as to the 
ſouls, ( yet perhaps they deny it not); for tho the body of Chriſt 
be only ſp:rizually there, yet may a ſprr:7 be preſent to a hoay, 
for our ſouls ( ſpirits) are ſo. And we fay in the Liturgy, 7he 
Boay of Chriſt preſerve thy body and foul to everlaiting life. And, 
Grant us gracious Lord ſo to eat the fleſh J thy dear Son Jeſus. 
Chriſt, and to drink his blood, that our ſinful bodies may be made 
clean by his body, and our ſouls waſhed thro his moſt precious blood &c. 
And the Fathers therefore called the conſecrated elements, from 
their vivifical influence on the _ according to Fo. 6. fymbola 
reſurretionis. See Grot. Annot. ad Cafſand: p. 21. Sic oy corpora 
noſtra percipientia Fuchariſtiam jam non ſunt corruptibilia, fed ſpem 
reſurreftionis habentia. Irenzus. Neither ſee I any reaſon tor 
Rivet's expreſſion : Corpus Chriſti affi-1t corpus per animam. Nor 
for that of Dr. Tailor, p. 131. if he means, that the Soul receives 
Chriſt's body more 1mmediately than the Body doth. For tho 
without faith , which 1s an a&t of the ſoul, Chrilt's hoay 1s not 
recerved, at leaſt, 'recerved, profiteth not; yet where fazh 1s , 
Chrilt's haay 1s received as well and as immediately by our body, 
as by our foul, and nouriſheth and vivifieth equally ( hs ſpiritu- 


_ 


ally ) both. See what Biſhop Forbes ſaith, Zauchar. 1.1. 1. c. 27. S. 
Perum Chriſti corpus non tantum anime, ſed etiam corpors noſtre,, 
 ſprritualiter tamen, hoc eft, non corporaltter, exhibetur, oy ſane als 

ac diverſo nobis fy propinguiori modo, licet occulto, quam per ſolam fe- 
dem. = Fides, qua proprie Chriſti caro in Euchariſt:a [pn —_— 


ac 
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hoc ef, imcorporaliter manducatur , non eft ea' ſola , gua Chriſtus 
creditur mortuus pro peccatis notris &c, ea enim fides praſupponi- 
tur &c. ſed ea fides cft, gua creditur verbo Chriſti dicentis, Foc eff 
corpus meum. Credere enim Chriſtum 161 eſſe praſentem etiam car- 


ne vivificatrice, fy deftderare eam ſumere ; nwmirum hoc et ſpirt- 


tualiter fy refte eam manducare in Euchariſtia. Sea. 25. Promade 
male docetur a multis Proteſtantibus, hanc praſentiam ty communi- 
\cationem per fidem effii. ---Fides magts proprie dicitur accipere ty 
apprehendere , quam praftare. Yerbum Dez ty promiſſn, cui fides 
noſtra nititur , praſentia reddit gue { gm , won noſtra fides. 
Tis not fazth that confers Chriſt's body, tho by the faichful it 1s 
-only wworth:lp,.or ( as they ſay ) only recerved, but received equal- 
ly, and immediately both by the ſoul and body : whether this 4oay 
of Chriſt be disjoined from, as they think, or conjoined with 
the elements , yet, whilſt this ſecond _— ſeems to hold no 
preſence at all, to, or 47th, the ſigns ; but to the receiver, they 
only making the /z275 to be ( as well as I can underſtand them ) 
after conſecration /an&tfied inſtruments, upon receit of which by 
thoſe who believe, God gives the other, the body and blood of his 
Son; as alſo in Baptiſm upon recerving the water, God gives the 
te} yet I ſay, ſome other expreſſions of theirs ſeem not ſo 
ſuitable to ſuch a meaning, and may eaſily cauſe a miſtake in the 
unwary reader; and why they uſe them I cannot tell, unleſs it 
be to imitate the phraſe of the words of Inſtitution, and alſo of 
the Fathers. See Dr. Taihr, p. 7. © After the Miniſter hath con- 
© ſecrated the bread and the wine, the Symbols become changed 
£ into the body and blood of Chriſt in a Spiritual, real manner. 
May we then ſay, that the PBapriſmel water after prayers g9 is 
changed into the Spirit, in a ſpiritual real manner, becauſe that 
is an inſtrument, upon uſing of which the Holy Spurit 1s confer- 
red? So p.21. © The queſtion 1s not, whether the ſymbals be 
© changed into Chriſt's body and blood or no, for its granted ; 
© but whether this panes, be Sacramental and figurative, or 
natural and bodily, &x. So p. 265. 266. © Before conſecration 1t 
©1s meer bread, + 
© Chriſt, truly his fleſh, and truly his blood. Yet it we enquire, 
how he means that the bread 1s ſo, ſurely he means only this ; 
that upon receiving, or at the ſame time that we receive the 
bread, ſuffering only an accidental mutation { as he calls it ) of con- 
«1t1on, of ſan&tification, and uſage, at the ſame time Chrilt's rea/ 
+027 18 received, but not z2, or joyned 7h, the bread at all, Dy 
| '* the 


ut after conſecration it is verily the body of _ 


N 
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the faithful. © The expreſſion is ſtrangely differing, methinks, 
from.the meaning thereof. | 

But eſpecially ſee ſuch full expreſſions in his Great Eremplar, 
34. part. diſc- 18. p. 1cg. 1n the former Edition, ſe. 3. where 
amonglt other things he faith, © It is hard to do ſo much vio- 
© lence to our ſenſe, as not to think it bread; but it 1s more un- 
© {afe, to do ſo much violence to our faith, as not. to believe it 
*ro be Chrilt's hody- ( Again. ) © He that believes it to be bread, 
*and yet verily to be Chriſt's boay, 1s only tied alſo by implica- - 
* tion to believe God's 0-97porence, that he who affirmed it, can 
© alſo verify it. Andit we profeſs we underſtand not the 9anzer 
*of this Myſtery, we fay no more, but that it is a myſtery &4 
( See the place.) Strange expreſſions! when the thing required 
to be believed 1s this : That Chriſt's body is no way preſent to 
the bread, neither by the bread being any way changed into ir, 
nor joyned with it ; but only it given and preſent to the faithtul, 
upon the receit of this ſanctified bread. 

Now would any diſcourſe of the waters of Baptiſm, by which 
the Spirit 15 recetved, on this manner; /7 zs hard to do ſo mach 
violence to the ſenſe, as not to think it water, but it is more unſafe 
to do fo much violence to our faith, as not t9 believe it to be the 
Spirit, &c. Would not he rather explain himſelf, that the one 
1s not the other ; but the one received, by God's free gift, upon 
the receiving of the other ? 


After the rea/or ſubFantial preſence of Chrilt's body thus grant- YF. XVIT: 
ed (it I well underſtand them ) by the /econd opinion to the wor- Mhe'er 4uz- 
thy recezver, but denied to the ſymbols, or /zgns: let our next | p 
Rnzre be; what may be the opmon of Antiquity ( which 1s of 7 og fg 
great moment with all obedient Sons of the Church ) in this mat- whe:be: this, 
ter. Where, ſuppoling it granted by all, that the Fathers alſo to the worthy 
held the real preſence as much as thoſe of the ſecond opinion do : Recerver on y; 


1t remains only to be examined, whether they held this real pre- = l =— 


ſence not only to the worthy recerver, bur allo tothe Symbols, and ,,p,ation. 


that, ante uſum ; which it they did, it their judgment 1s not to 


be ſubmitted to, at leaſt their foowers are to be excuſed. 
| $. XVIIE. 

. A - £ X Tat the 4 Cie 

1. And note here, #7, befgre I proceed further, that I en- _— — | 
| u/ged 04t of tne 
Fathers, for their not halding T anſuba utiation, diſproce 19t theur baide ig of 2 Corporal Preſeice ( 4t 
leaſt af-er ſome other naner) With the S; mools. | 
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real or ſubſtantial Preſence of Chriſt's body with the outward fiens : 
but whether they maintain 1t cum pane remanente or trauſeunte ; 
whether by Con- or 7ran-ſubſtantiation ; or whether ſome of them 
affirmed the one, ſome the other, (for tis not neceſſary that, either 
in Tranſubſtantiation or Conſubſtantiation, they mult all go one 
way, ) or {ome alſo a ſeveral way from both, I meddle not. And 
indeed I am apt to believe, in ſo high and difficult a myſtery , be- 
fore ſuch particular manners ſo punctually diſcuſled, and before 
the determination of any Dead, concerning them, a likelihood 
of ſome variance 1n their opinions. 

2. And therefore when as ſome of their Teſtimonies afhrm 
the nature of the Pread after Confſecration to be chang'd, Ambr. 
de Myſt. mit. c. 9g. ſpeaking of this Sacrament, Fenearttione etiam 
uatura ipſa mutatur (7.e.) miraculouſly ; Others, the uature of the 
Bread aiter Conſecration to remarn Tull; I can neither altoge- 
ther embrace the Anſwer (for making Antiquity unanimous ) 
of ſome Proteſtants to the fir/t, 7 hat by the change of Nature, oc. 
1s meant only an accidental change of its now ſan#tified condition 
and uſage, for ſo we ſay ( urges Dr. Taylor, p. 271.) a man of a 
good nature ( 1.6.) diſpoſition , and that 1t 15 againſt our nature, 
(2.e. ) our cuſtom and affedion: gy. Sec the hke concerning the 
word | ſub/tance | in Flondel, in anſwer to a Latin Father, p.179. 
notwithſtanding what Dr. Taylor faith p. 324. .nor the anſwers 
of ſome Rommanifts to the ſecond, that by the nature of Bread 
remaining, 1s meant only the remaining of the natural accidents, 
or the propertzes of Naturc, or ſpecies, or natura exterior, not 71- 
terior ſubſtantia, ( tho 'tis always to be remember'd, that the fourth 
Opinion, in holding not only the outward appearance, colour, and 
figure, of the Rread to remain, but all other properties and ſen- 
fibles thereof; and beſides thelſc, all the operations whatſoever, * 
which agree to. the ſub/ance, ns corporally nouriſhing, &yc. by mz 
race to remain to theſe acc:dents, and that without any commu- 
nication 270, or dependance por the Boay of Chri/t, but exiſtent 
by themſelves ; do indeed 7an7um nom hold allo the ſubſtance it 
felf to remain, ( ſee O8/. 3. p. 24.) and methinks differ too little 
from the 7h:rd Opinion, to make ſuch an abhorrence as ſome 
Proteſtants entertain of the one, in compariſon of the other ). 
Neither will I juſtifie that Apology made by Bellarmin for ſuch 
a forc'd interpretation ( ſee de Au7h.1. 3. c. 24.) concerning St. 


Auſtin, and (c. 27. ) concerning Theodoret, namely, becauſe other- 
h wiſe 


= 
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wiſe ſuch a Father will be made repugnare aperti/}ime Cyrillo, 
| Ambroſio, Nyſjeno, Epiphanio, Chryſotomo, &yc. his Cotemporaries, © 


or alſo his Maſters. For why may not tome of them differ in 
ſomething concerning the »anner of ſo high a Myſtery ( of 
which ſome of the acuteſt of the Roman Writers conteſs, there 
was no manifeſt eyidence either from Scripture or Reaſon ) be- 
fore things were yet fully diſcuſs'd and determin'd by the Church ? 
Therefore neither need T undertake here a Confutation of thoſe 
Arguments, that are brought cut of Fathers or ancient Lytur- 
gies againlt 7 ranſubſtantiation, 1n which the Fread is aftirm'd to 
remain after Conſecration, it thele allo be- not againſt ( or do 
eſtabliſh ) Conſubſ/tantiation ; or at lealt a ſubſtantial preſence ſome 
other way of Chrilt's Fody to the ſymbols ( either Bread, or the 
Species of Pread) prefently upon Prayer or Conſecration of theſe 
* Elements. Which thing, were it once granted by the ſecond 
Opinion, the neceflary contequents thereof with reference to 
practice ( of which more anon) are ſuch, that the conteſ}s be- 
tween Conſubſtantiation and 7ranſubſtantiation would quickly va- 
n1ſh. | 

Now I think it will appear, that many of thoſe moſt evident 
authorities that are urg'd againit 7ranſubſtantiation, yet confirm 
Conſubſtantiation:and lo deſtroy as well the Tenent as of the fourth, 
ſo of thoſe of the fir/t and ſecond Opinion, who uſe them againit 
the fourth. As for example ; The comparing of the /ucarna- 
Zion and the Zuchariſt, (1.e.) the being of the Pread together 


with the Body of Chriſt in the Sacrament, as of the F7umane 


Nature with the Divme in the /ncarnation, againlt Eutyches 
about the trme of Conc. Chalcedon : ( tho the tame compariſon be- 
fore Zutyches is made by Faſtin Martyr, and that in confeſſion 
of this great myſtery to a Heathen Emperor, ) as it ſeems to 
make againſt a change of the Bread, ſo, to confirm the /ub/tantial 
and real preſence of Chrilt's Body with the Bread. 


To name ſome particulars : 1.. That noted place of Theodpret 
2n Eranift. Dial. 2. p. 87. not fully ſet down by. Dr. Tayhr, p.321. 
runs thus, as you find 1t alſo quoted fully in /ondel, eſclarr- 
caſſerent ſur  Fuchariſtie, p. 59.--Eran. ( the Zutychian) Qu ap- 
pellas donum quod offertur ante ſacerdotts muocationem? Orthod.-- 
Cibum ex talibus ſemimrbus--Eran. poſt ſanttifirationem vero quomodo 
hc apellas? Orthod. Corpus Chriſti &y ſangumem Chriſti. Eran. 


Et credis te corpus Chriſti & ſangumem percipere ? Orthod. 77a 
F 2 | credo. 
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credo. Eran. Sicut ergo ſymbola Dominici corporis Gy ſanguints 
aha ſunt ante ſacerdotis imuocationem , poſt tvocationem vero mu. 
rantur, ty alia fiunt ; ita. Dominicum corpus poſt aſcenſtonem in Di- 
vinam ſubſlantiam mutatum eft. Orth. Retibus que ipſe texuiſt? 
captus es. Negue enim fizna myſtica per ſanitificationem recedunt a F 
ſua natura ; manent euim m prior ſubſtantia ty figura &y forma, oy ly 
viders Oy tansi poſſunt ayer 60 ntelliguntur antem ea eſſe que fatra [ 
ſunt, &y creduntur, fy adorantur, ut qua la ſint Tue creduntur. - | 
Confer i1tur imaginem cum archetypo , fy wvidebtis ſim-l tudinem. | 
{llud enim corpus | 1. e. poſt aſcenſtonem | priorem habet formam ty | 
| 
| 


errcumſcriptionem, Oy ut ſemel dicam, corports ſubſtautiam. {[mmor- 
rale autem poſt reſurrectionem, fy immune a corruptione factun 
et, ſedemgne a dextris adeptum ; &y ab omni creatura adoratur, oo 
Domini-nature& corpus appellatur. Here the.later part ( which 1s 
omitted by Dr. ZTaybr ) ſhews T hecdoret to believe, the conſecra- 
ted Elements to contain, and ſomeway to be made Chrilt's PBoay, 
as well as to reman what they were formerly ; and to be ador'd, 
as being mdeed, what they are belzev'd to be. Which adoration, 
1 hope, cannot be due to Pread. T heodoret therefore, at the leaſt, 
held Conſub/tantiation. But had 7 heodoret not held Chrilt's Body | 
preſent with the Bread, inſtead of the later part | zntell;guntur Oc: | 
he might more readily have deltroy'd the Suppoſition of the 
Eutychians (namely, the mutation of Bread into the Body of 
Chriſt) in denying Chriſt's Foay to be there at all, either w27h 
or zh#ſ/icad of the read. Belides this, the Doctor joins another 
place, out of Dzal.1.p.18. On which ( having not quoted the words. 
perfectly ) he deſcants thus | 7he avords are not _-_ of an an- 
freer, if awe obſerve that, he ſaith, there 7s no change made, but 
ouly Grace ſuperadded, im all things elſe © the thinzs are the ſame. 
Thus he. | But the paſſage in the Author 1s this : Orthod. S$z/-. 
varor roſter nomma permutavit, ( corpor: guidem, id quod erat 
Ipmpei nomen, impoſuit : ſymbolo vero guod erat corports.--Eran. Yet. 
tem permutations uommum cauſam ediſcere. Orthod. Manifeſtus 
&/t fcopus its, gui Drivinis myſteris ſunt mitiati. Yolebat enim eos 
gu: Divints myſtcrits participant, non attendere naturam eorum qua 
eernumtir ; fed, per uommum mutationem, mutationi, que ex gratia. F 
fadta eft, fidem adhibere. Qu enim corpus naturale frumentum Jo. 
2. 24. ( pancm |o. 6. apellauit, oy vitem rurſus ſeipfuon nommas. 
wit, 1s viſtbilia ſymeola corports (oy ſanguimis appellatione honoraut ; 
204 naturam mutans, fed nature graiiam addens. Where the Au- 
thor plainly afiirms 2 change ( tho not. of the nature of the Bread, 

yet) 
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yet) in the Sacrament, upon Conſecration . | mutation! fidem 
adhibere | namely, by Chriſt's Body then _ there, and, as there, 
Ador d, And - his not ſpeaking more plainly of the mar. 
zer thereof; in the- firſt Dialogue, he faith, Myſtrce myſtica diffa 
4 ſunt.--And 1n the ſecond, Aperte dicendum non eft ; ver: ſimile eſt 
j - enim adeſje aliquos mySteriis non mitiatos. All therefore that 7 heo- 

doret ſaith contiſts well with Conſub5tantation, and necellarily in- oo 
| cludes a real preſence. But neither do I ſce that which Dr. 7ay- 
| hr much prefleth, p. 322. That Theodoret's anſwer, ſuppos'd to 
| ſpeak in the ſenſe of the TranſubFantialifts of the properties 
; only, would have been inſufficient ; ſince they allo afhrm, na- 
turam ſymbolorum externorum panis non mutarti, & eo modo in Eu- 
| chariftia eſſe auas naturas impermrxtas: Whereas the Eutychian. 
alerted our Saviour to have Fleſh only 1n .Apparition, and de-- 
void of all the properties thereof : aſc: enim gy patz, & mort 
indignum eſſe Deo. - 
But ſuppoſe the Zutychian fill - prefs'd the /ubFFaree of the: 
Fleſh, at leaſt, to be chang'd, as that of Bread in the Euchariſt ; 
(et if there were a TranſubFantiation 1n the Euchariſt, I hope” 
| 1t will not follow neceflarily, that there muſt be one too 1n- the 
Tucarnation ( as Dr. Taybr p. 320. would make men- afraid ) un- 
| leſs there be alſo Revelation of the one, as well as of the ozher ; 
for a potentia ad afum, 1s no good arguing : And for the potentia 
too, 1t follows not, If that one Creature may be chang'd into- 
another, therefore a Creature may be chang'd into the Creator ;: 
or e contra, (1.e.) Chrilt's Fumanity. into his Divinity. Thus: 
much for Theodoret. 
z Concerning that: of Gelaſias, quoted by Dr. Tayhr, p. 324. 
[ T hat the Sacraments of the Boay, xc. are a Divine-thing, yet ceaſe- 
not to be the ſubtance or nature of Bread and Yine| In the ſame place 
the ſame Author ſanh, mutari Panem Spirit Santo perfictente- 
:n ſub5tantiam Driumam. And ſee him; by Blondel. p. 7c. rec- 
kon'd amongſt the Authors that hold the Elements to be chang'd? 
into the Body and PBlood of Chrii?, 1n his ſixth Propoſition. 
This therefore at the leaſt. will amonnt ro ConſubStantiation, like 
\ Theodoret's. | 
3. Concerning that noted place of St. Ambroſe, De Sacram.: 
. 4- £.4- quoted by Dr. Tayhr, p. 306. the words are theſe, $7 
tanta us et im ſermone Domini, ut ea imciprant efje qua non erant \ 
( he refers to /pſe dixrit oy fatfa ſunt ) quanto magis operatorius 
. e#t, ut /int quacrant, & mm aliud commutentur. Here. the —_ 
| natural: 
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natural meaning ſeems to be (as Bellarmin obſerves) ut gui e- 
rant ſit, anſwering to the former | gunz nom erant mcipiant cf}e \ 
(7.e.) ut gue eraut maneant quamuis mutata. As 1n another 
Treatife, De Myer. mit. c. 9. he faith, non minus eſt novas rebus 
dure, quam mutare, naturas. And in the fame Chapter, out of which 
the lormer Teſtimony 1s taken, are alſo theſe words, Pants /te 
panis eft ante verba conſecrationts : ubz acceſſerit conſecratio de pane 
fit caro Chriſtz, But fuppoſe him to hold no change here of the 
ſ[ub/tance of the Bread, yet mult he mean fome rea/ change eftefted 
by God's Omnipotence, beyond the Bread's being chang'd trom 
Common to a ſacred uſe; and this ſuch, as puts the ſa%/tantial 
preſence of Chrilt's Body at leaſt with the Bread ; {ince he ſup- 
poſeth a miraculous operation ſome-way upon Nature. But this 
thall be clear'd more anon. 


+ That Saying of St. Auſtin's Sermon to the New-Baptiz'd, 
wrecited by Fulzentins, Baptiſm. Ethiop. lat. cap. and Bede in 
1 Cor. 10. Quod vidiſtts pants eft &y calix, quod nobis etiam oculi renun- 
craut ;, guod autem fides veſtra poſtu/at inſtruenaa , pants eft corpus 
Chriſti, &y calix eſt ſangurs. In this later clauſe, that at leaſt 
the Boay of Chriſt 1s afticm'd ſubſtantially preſent with the Bread ; 
ice what I have ſaid Obferv. 2. And confider alſo his moving 
the dowbt 1n the ſame place, fince Chriſt was. now aſcended 1n 
Poay into Heayen, guomodo eft panis corpus ejus ; of calix, vel quod 
habet calix, guomodo eſt ſangus ejus ? where he an{wers, --7 eff - 
tres ideo dicuntur Sacramenta, quia in illis aliud videtur, aliud in- 
telligitur. Quod wvidetur ſpeciem habet corporalem ; quod imtelligitur 
fruttum hahet ſpiritualem. By which | aliud intelljgitur | 1t he 
meant only the benefits of Chriſt's Body and Blood ſhed upon 
the Croſs, which are receiv'd in the Sacrament, ſurely he would 
have ſaid | eft fruFus ſpiritualts, and not habet fruftum, gyc. | but 
this word znte/{zgitur oy non wvidetur 1s frequently uſed by him, 
concerning Chrilt's Boap, tho preſent with the Sacrament ; be- 
cauſe the ſymbols only, and not 7, are preſent there to the /zzb? 
or ſenſes. "Tho we are to underſtand 77 to be there alſo, as ap- 
pears out of many other places of St. Auſtin, quoted before. 


's Let there be added to 7heſe, thoſe many quotations in Þ/on- 
del ( C. 4. prop. 1,2, 3.) out of the Fathers, and (c.21.) out of 
the ancient Lyturgies and Mifjals, of the Eucharilt after Conſe- 
cration calld Pread; and of ſomething ſaid of the /igs or /ym- 


bols, 
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bols, not agreeable to Chriſt's Body. As for this later, ſince the 
Tranſubſtantialiſts, as well as the rclt, affirm ſymbols after Conle- 
cration, diſtinct from the ZYoay ( ice Obf. 2.) I ſee not how it 


makes againſt any Opmzon. As for the former, as long as it can , 


be ſhew'd, that the Fathers with that they call'd Zread hold a 
ſubſtantial preſence (ſorae way or other ) of our Saviour's ZYoap, 
if the Anſwer of the Tranſub/tantialiſts ( fet down before ) mis- 
interpret their meaning , yet at the molt, ſuch a zerm will but 
prove Conſub/tantiation, which oppoſeth . not our Poſition. 


. s As for that Propolition, ſo uſual in the Fathers, zha? 7he 


Bread 1s Chriſts Boay, | preſs'd by ſome Proteſtants, as incouliſtent 
not only with 7rans-- but Con-ſubſtantiation, and the words of 
Bellarmin , quoted in this behalf by them, Zuch. /. 3. c. 23. S 
Dominus ait, hic pants eſt corpus meum, neceſſario ſequitur, ut aut 
falſa fit Domint ſententia, ft nimirum proprie pants materialts di- 
catur efſe corpus Dom, quod aperte implicat contradittionem ; aut 
pants fit corpus non proprie , fed figurate, quod volunt Calomiſte ; 
aut denique panis, non manens pants, ſed benediftione mutatus, ſit 
corpus Domimz , gue eſt ſenteutia Eccleſta Catholice., Whereby it 


ſeems to follow, That if the Fathers accord not in the ſenſe of 


it with the 7Tranſub/tantial;/t, they muſt with the' Catvinift ; and 
the Schoohmen allo brought 1n to oppole it, ſee Zlonael p. 155. ] 
I anſwer, 'This Propoſition, Fc pars eft corpus meum, as 1t 1s d1- 
verily explain'd, ſeems proper enough to be uſed by any of the 
T hree Opinions. #7r/t, by thoſe who hold a ſubſtantial conver/ion 
( for indeed at leaſt ſome of thoſe Fathers who uſe this phraſe, 
yet ſeem clearly to hold a ſubſtantial conver/ton ( as I ſhall ſhew 
anon ); and the ſame Fathers, who ſay, that the Bread 2s the 


PBoay of Chrift, ſay the Bread 1s ſo by a change) for 1t may be 


interpreted thus ; #Zic panis conſecratus ( 7.e.) mutatus per con- | 


ſecrationem eſt Corpus Domrmi. Pants denoting the former mat- 
Zer, or the terminus a guo. Such a Speech 1s not unordinary upon 
a ſudden change, {ee Zxod. 7. 12. where Aaron's Rod 1s raid 

aevour the Magicians Rods: Aaron's Rod ( 2.6.) turn'd into a Ser- 
pent, dewour'd, gyc. See ſomewhat like this, ver. 19, 20, 21. where 
the ater already turn'd into lod, ver. 20. notwithſtanding 


1s calld Water afterward, ver. 21. Aud they could not drink of 


the Water of the River ; the Water (1.e.) now turn'd into leo. 
See the like Joh. 2. 9. | And when the Ruler of the Feaſt had taſted. 
the Water that was made Wine | ( 2. e. ) had talted the Y7ne made 


of the Vater. But more eſpecially here may ſuch a denomina- 
| LIAM 
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tion be made, than after other changes, becauſe there remains, 
even 1n the 7ranſubſtantialſts opinion, itill ſomething ( namely, all 
that which 1s any way /ex/ib/e ) of the former ſubltance. 

Bur 2/y, the ſame propo/ztzon may as well be uſed by thoſe who 
hold a Conſub/ſtantiation of Chriſt's bedy with the bread Fill re- 
2nainiilz : not takenin ſuch a ſenſe, whereof Bellarmin and the 
Schoolmen fay, that 1t plainly contradicts ; but in the more 

ualihed and moderate bak , fet down F. 3. As pointing at 
vellels filled with ſeveral liquors, we ordinarily ſay, This vellel 
3s wine, that beer gc. or, 4c purpurarus eff Rex; So the pro- 
poſition, S4b hoc pare eſt corpus ChriSti, into which the /utheran 
relolves 1t, 1s as remote from contradichon as the propolition, ſb 
ſpecie hujus pants eff &c, the reſolution of the Tranſubſtantia- 
l15E. | 

3/y. The ſame propo/etion may bear only: a fizurative ſenſe, 
'", ly T7 am pri _ or, { am the door 4 RT 1n relation 
to ſome real effect, which it ſignifies to be produced by it. So we 
may ſay, 7 his bread is my boay, (1.e.) a fignre, ſign, repreſentative 
thereof, but not only ſo: But, this bread is my boay, (1. e. ) by, 
or Wh, or #pou the receit of this bread, by his mouth, to the 
worthy communicant 1n his ſoul 1s exhibited or given at the 
ſame time my rue and real body : or in Dr. Tailor's words,p.266. 
After conſecration and bleſſmg (i.e. of the bread gc) zt is really 
Chriſt's body, which is verily and indeed taken of the faithful m 
the Lord's ſupper. Thus he. The words are ambiguous, but I 
gueſs by the reſt of his book, that he means by | z7 zs | not the 
breads, for he holds Chrilt's rea] body not preſent to the bread 
or /ymbols , but only to the ſpirit of the worthy receiver. of 
the ſanctified bread, (ſee p. 65.) but that which the /oz/s of the 
faichtul receive, whillt with their 2ou7hs they recerve the hal- 
lowed bread, 1s Chri/t's real body. Which lenſe of the propoli- 

*t10n, thts bread is my body, doth not ſeem to conform ſo {triatly 
to the words, as either of the former do; becauſe the body, in 
this 32. ſenſe, hath not lo near a relation to the bread, as in the 
other. 

"This laſt zurerpretation 1s granted by all the other, as Foker 
obſerves; for all grant a preſence of Chriſt's real boay to the ſoul: 
but more allo 1s athrmed by them, as the other expreſſions of the 
Fathers will clearly evince, who make ( whether by Conſub/tant:- 
ation, or Tranſubſtantiation, or ſome other way ) ſon.e miraculots 
effet npon conſecration of the elements, whereby Chriſt's body be- 

Comes 
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comes really and ſubſtantially preſent together with the ft ubſtance, or 


at leaſt with the properties, of the bread; with which miraculous 
 effeft either of the former interpretations well conſiſts, but not the 
third; ſince they utterly deny either any ſubſtantial or any 0- 
ther way miraculous change about the ſymbols. 

"7. , So for the quotations made by Zlhndel, cap. 1%. and by 
Dr. 7 aihor, p. 104. of many Schoolmen and DoFors of the Church 
of Rome, even ſince the deciſion of Councils confelling Tranſub- 
Htantiation not clearly provable from Scripture or reaſon; among[t 
which ſee the conceſlion of FeHarmzn himſelf in his 4u/wer to a 
Lutheran urging theſe Schoolmen as on has ſide, ae Zach. 3.1.23.c. 
Tho all theſe affirm the ſame 7ranſub/tantiation clear from Fa- 
thers and Tradition ; yet for this alſo, if you will, I will ſup- 
pole 1t not clear from an unanimous conſent of Antiguizy , 1. e. 
in ſuch a manner that zone of them held rather Conſubſ/tantiation. 
Perhaps the quotations in Dr. Tathor p. 285. may have ſomething 
in them to this purpoſe, but for want of books I cannot examin 
in what ſenſe they are ſpoken, excepting that of P. Zombard. 
Of whom tis not amiſs to give you ſome account: becauſe, as Dr. 
Taihr truly faith, it was his deſign to colle& the ſentences of the 
Fathers 1n certain heads or” articles. He therefore, after many 
ſentences of the Fathers recited to that purpoſe, concludeth the 
Lo. jt. (immediately precedent to the words quoted by the Dr.) 
thus; Ex his aliiſque pluribus conflat, verum corpus Chriſti & ſan- 
gainem in altari 4 >» imo integrum Chriſtum bi ſub utraque ſpe- 
cie ; oy ſubſtantiam pants in corpus ( 1. e. ſome way or other ) v:- 
nique ſubſtantiam in ſanguinem converti. (The like 1s ſaid before 
9. aft. li. B.. 4 malis ſub Sacramento ( ſci. ſub ſpecie viſbilt ) caro 
Chriſti ae Virgine ſumpta gy ſanguis pro nobis fuſus ſumitur. ) At- 
ter this follow the words quoted by Dr. Tar: wherein he doubts 
of the manner of the converſion of the bread, whereof he names 
three ſeveral ways ; One, bi ſubſtantiam pants & vint remanere, 
& wbidem corpus Chriſti efſe;, &y hac ratione aict, iNlam ſubſtantiam 
(1.e. ) paris, fieri iſtam (1. ) corporis ; quia ubi et hac, fy eFt illa. 
This opinion he rejeQs, ſaying, ſed guod non /it ibi ſubſtantia, niſt 
corpus & ſanguts Chriſti, ex pradiftis ty ſubditis aperte | may 
Yet note that he writ before Conc. Lateran, A ſecond way he 
names 1s, /ic ſubſtaniiam converti in ſubſtantiam, ut hac (1. e. ) pa- 
es | 9. fiat illa (1. e.) corporis Chriſti ; 1.e. that that, 
which was the ſubſtance. of the bread, is afterward not annih1- 


lated, but becoming the ſubſtance of Chriſt's body : of this he 
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diſcourſeth B, C. and anſwers an objeQton againſt it. The 3d. 
way he mentions (/7era D. ) 1s, panem fic tranfire in corpus Chri- 
ti, ut ubi erat pants nunc et corpus Chriſti, oy ſubſtantia panis oy 
vini redigitur in nihilum - and of theſe two Jaſt he ſaith, definrre 
2022 {uffirio ;, and ſee him, notwithſtanding this | definire non ſuffe- | 
cio | numbred by Þ/onde/ among the firſt 7 me 1s P,2I 2. 
and fee what Calum ſaith of him, Znfe. 4.7. 19.c.13. s. Judge 
then whether the ſecond opinion had any reaſon to make uſe of 
ſuch a quotation ; and 1t I may adviſe YOu, truſt not me,nor others, 
1n our citations, but, if you can, confult the authors, and ſee the 
context. Yet in general I an{wer. All this makes nothing for 
the jir57 or ſecond opinion, or againit our pretent propoſition : be- 
caule what thoſe Roman Doctors lay, 1s ſpoken of 7ranſub/tantiu- 
7Zion only in compariſon to the third opinion, which they ſuppoſed 
might conteſt with 1t for Scripture-evidence, not to the jirf# or 
ſecond, (by the third T mean, the remarnmg after conſecration with 
Chriſt's true body not only the properties, but the ſubſtance > the 
bread,) whillt meanwhile they afhrm, againſt the firf# and ſecond 
opinion, the true ſubſtance of Chriſt's body ( ſome way or other ) 
with the elements, from Scripture 1t ſelf to be moſt clear and evi- 
dent. Therefore Mr. Zlondel's ſaying in the 717le of that chap- 
ter, that 7hey confeſſed the 2xpo/itions of Proteſtants compatible with 
the words of the Goſpel, and St.Paul, 1s true indeed ; but it 1s only 
of ſome Proteſtants ( namely the Lutherans) of another perſwa- 
{ion than he, or Dr. Tailor. See Dr. Tathr p. 104. where he con- 
fefſeth theſe Aythors to be for Conſub/tantiation only, and the 
being of Chriſt's natural boay ( tho they deny the body to be in. 
the Euchariſt modo naturali, as Dr. Tathr cannot but know ) toge- 
ther with natural bread. Yet indeed they cannot be ſaid to be 
for conſubFantiation neither, ſince 7ranſubſtantiation is their 7te- 
ent alſo, whillt they profeſs themſelves to acquieſce in the 
Church'es determination, but this not from, conviction of Scrp- 


Zzre or reaſon, but evidence of 7raa7ton. 


- hs 


Having premiſed thus much, to ſhew that any arguments from 


Arguments Antiquity, tho ſuppoſed to be againſt. TranſubFtantiation, yet if 


they put Conſub/tantiation, or lome other manner of Subſ/tantiat 


held corporal Prefence of Chrilt's Boay with the conſecrated elements, pre- 


judice not at” all our preſent propoſal fet down p .33. I pro- 
cced to confirm it, And this, 
Firſt, 
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- + Firſt, from that aſwe/ prayer in the conſecration of theſe 1. 7 heir af- 
elements in all Ziturgies and Myals, ( of the antiquity of which firming a 
anon, ) ut Deus Sprritu ſuo dona ſantrificet, faciatque ea corpus by change of the 
ſangumem Filiz ſui. Blonael p. 469 confefleth this phrate not elements m- 
only 1n the modern forms, but 1n all the other ancient LZzrurgees, to Chriſt's 
C. 21. yet 1s this phraſe laid alide in the forms of the Reforma- boy. 


tlon. Inſtead of which our #n2hjh hath theſe words : Hear us 
O «Merciful Father, and grant that we recerving theje thy creatures 
of bread and wine, according to thy Son our Saviour's koly [uſtitution, 
mm remembrance of his death and paſſion, may be partakers of his moſt 
bleſſed body and blood &c. but no prayer that thole elements may 
be made his body and blood. 

And from oth ordinary expreſ/uns in the Fathers, whereby 1s 
ſignified not only the wo boay and blood of Chriſt to be receiv- 
,. in the action or communication of the Sacrament +; but the 
bread and wine to be, to be made, to be changed ito; of them to 
be made Chrilt's body and blood, not by the virtue of worthy 
receiving, but by the virtue of the conſecration (preceding the 
recelving, ) gue fit Dominicis verbis, (therefore theſe in no Li- 
turgy onutted,) gy rvocatione Drivim nommtrs. See many of 
theſe expreſſions in PBlondel, 4. c. 4,5, 6, 7, propeſ. and Caſ/and. 
conſult. art. 10. The Fathers calling the Eucharift Chrilt's ogy 
when 21 altar;, when 77 manibus Saceraoris , ( hoc ipſum corpus 
Magi habuerunt m praſepi, nos in altari; illt in ulnis Mulieris, nos 
in manibus Sacerdotis, &c. Chryſo.) which ſhews, that what 
preſcuce they held of Chrilt's boay in the Sacrament, they held it 
ante uſum, with the conſecrated e/ements , and not only with 
the worthy receiver. Theſe two expreſſions, to be reverenced 
for antiquity, I find in S. /gnatins Biſhop of Antioch An. Dom. 
71. his Epiſtles, ( T mean thoſe Epiſtles free from the paraphraſe 
allowed by Archbiſhop Uſher and Dr. Hammond, (one in Hp. ad 
Philadelphicos. Si quis schiſma facientem jequitur, regnum Dei 
non hereaitat. --Stude ieitur una Fuchariftia uti; una enim caro 
Domini noſtri Feſu Chriſti, fy unus calix in unionem ſangumis 1þ- 
Jſtus, unum altare, ty unus Epiſcopus cum Presbyterrs &c. the other 
in Ep. ad Smyrncos : Quid enim juvat me quis, fi me laudat, Ds- 
mimum antem meum blaſphemat, non confitens ipſum carniferum 
. ( who ſaid alſo, /ecundum wideri ipſum paſſum eſſe before this ) 
afterward it follows; ab Enchariſtia gy oratione recedunt (T heo- 
doret dial. 3. quotes it, oblatione recedunt ) proprer non confiter! 
Euchariſtiam carnem eſſe Salvatoris noftri p37 Chriſti pro peccatis 
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noſtris paſſam, quam benignitate Pater reſuſcitavit. Contradicentes 
ergo huic dono Dez, perſcrutantes moriuntar ;, conferens autem eſſet 
7p/is diligere, ut reſurgant. | 


Secondly, From their affirming ſuch a change of the elements, 
as was miraculous ; miraculous in {uch a manner, as that, after the 
words of Conſecration, with, made of, or intead of, the ſubſtance of 
the Bread, &c. is the ſubſtance of the Boay of Chri$t , that Boay 
which was born of the B. Virgm : Some of them art leaſt affirming 
it fuch a change, as that the ſubStance or nature of Bread ceaſeth 
to be ; and faying, that our ſenſes, for this matter, were not to be 
truffed; in whom are found alſo ſome of the modern phraſes 
of the Cazholicks and Schoolhnen. I will ſet you down " ao of 
them: Aguam aliguando mutauit in vinum, (yc. oy non erit dignus 
cur credamus guod vinum in ſangutnem tranſmutavit ? Quare cum 
omni certitudine corpus  ſangumem Chrijti ſumamas, Nam ub 
ſpecic pants datur 1b1 corpus, & {ub ſpecie vini datur fſanguis. 
Cyril. Flieroſ. Benediftione etiam natura ipſa mutatur ( natura, 1.e. 
of the Bread and Wine })---ſermo ergo Chriſti qui poturt ex mbhilo 
facere, guod non erat; non poteſt is, que ſunt, im 1d mutare, quod 
non erant ? Non minus eſt novas rebus dare, quam mutare, naturas. 
Ambr.---Sermo Chriſt: immutat quando vult inſtitute nature, ap- 
plied to the Euchariſt, as 1f ſomething in Nature 1s there chang's, 
Ambr. de Sacr. 1. 4. C. 4. ---fdc tribuit, virtute benedittH1onts 1n. cor- 
pus ſuum, rerum, gue videntur, 1.e. pants fy vint naturam mutans. 
Greg. Nyll.----/rv/ebrlts ſacerdos wi/ibiles creaturas im ſubſtantiam 
corporrs &y ſanguin verbo ſun ſecreta poteſtate immutat.--- Ante quam 
zrvocatione ſui nomins conſecretur, ſubſtantia illic et pants &y vt, 
Poft wverbum autem Chriſti corpus go ſanguis eft Chriſti, uid mr- 
rum autem ji ea gue verbo creare potuit, poſſit creata convertere ? 
©cq.---Ceſarius Arelat. quoted by Blonde! p. 69.---Ne ergo conſide- 
res tanguam uudam panem Oy nudun vinum ; eſt enim corpus Op 


' fangurs Chriſti, ſecundum firs Domini verba ; quamvis enim ſen- 


fats hoc tib: ſugger:tt, tamen fides te confirmet, ne ex gullu rem ju- 
aices. Foc ſciens gy pro certiſſumo habens, panem hunc, qui vide- 
tur a nobis, non eſje panem etiamſi guſtus panem eſſe ſentiat, ſed 
e//e corpas Chriſti, gc. Cyr. Hier. Catech. 4. Myltag. Here ob- 
ſerve, that the preſence of Chri7's Body 1s applicd not only to 
the PRecerver, but to the Elements; elſe why ſhould the Fathers 
preſs the miſtakes and errors of ſenſe about the Elements ? For 
what Proteſtant warns his Scholars of a fa#acy of their ſenſes 
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in the Euchariſt ?----Chryſo/t. in Mat. Flom. 83. Credamns ubique 
Deo, nec repugnemus et etiamſi fenſui &y cogitationt noftre abſnr- 
dum eſſe videatur quod dicit---quoniam ergo itle aixit, Hoc elt corpus 
meum, fyc. Num wides panem ? num vimnum? num ſicut reliqui cibi 
in ſeceſſum vadunt ? ab/it, ne cogites: quemadmodum enim fi cera ivni 
adhibita ill aſſumilatur, nihil ſub5tautiaz remanet, nihil ſuperflutt ; 
ſic &y hic puta, myſteria conſumi corporis ſubitantia, Chryi. Hom. 
de Euch. 1n Encaniis.--- Forte dicas, alzud video, quomodo tu mihi 
aſſerts, quod Chriſti corpus accipiam ;, quantis probamnus exemplis, 
&xc.---Panzs iſte panis e&ft ante verba Sacramentorum, ubi acceſſerit 
conſecratio, ae pane fit caro Chriſti. Ambr. Beſides theſe, methinks 
two paſſages 1n Dr. 7 ay/ors Book ( tho not urg'd by him to ſuch 
a purpole ) one p. 320. of the Zatychians, uling this principle or 
argument ( now all proof proceeds a rotiorz: ad minus notum ) 
that 1n the Sacrament the Yread was changed into Chrilt's Body, 
to prove that ſo the FZuman Nature might be into the Divme; 
And another p. 343. of Averroes his ſaying, That the Chriſtians 
Eat their God: Do ſhew, that a ſub/tantial change of- the Bread 
into Chrilt's Yoay, was not ſo rare an Opinion in the Church 
1n ancient times. They alſo uſe words very emphatical for to 
expreſs ſuch a change of the Bread ; ſee them {et down in Blond, 
P- I56. in Dr. Zayhr p. 267, The Greek Fathers, peroboaf, wt- 
TogttuacuC, weranoingis, pETAIN uo, ueTapiuIwmore., The /.c 
71ns, conver/io mutatio, tran/itio, migratio, transfiguratio. And they 
prove the pollibility of ſuch a change ( as they ſuppoſe) made 
1n the Elements, from God's Omnzporency ; and from ſeveral 7n- 
ſtances of other changes; but all ſuch, as they conceive mraca- 
ous, done by the Power of God in the Od Teſtament, and by 
our Saviour in the New. Among. which 1nftances theſe are 
very uſual, The Creation, with a Word, of all things at firſt out 
of Nothing ; Than which how much ealier to change the Nature 
of things already in being? The Rod of Moſes chang'd into a 
Serpent. The Water of Nile into Blood. The fetchins Water ont 
of the Rock. The druding of the Red Sea, and of Jordan. Eliah's 
word bringing Fire from Heaven. Eliſha's making the fron to ſwim. 
Gur Saviours changing Water mto Wine ( a frequent inſtance. ) Ozr 
Savionr's preternatural Conception of a pure Firgin ; comparing 
this union of Chri/t and the ſymbols ( for the fourth. Opinion 
alſo holds ſomething of the Fread remaining with Chrilt's Poay ) 
with the /ncarnation, with the change of the Bread that our Sa- 
yi0ur eat into his Body by Nutriuon ; with Angels appear - 
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ing to men in #hod:ly ſhapes ; with man's being regenerate, made 2a 
new creature, pets of the Divine Nature, Fleſh of Chrilt's Fleſh, 
and Bone of his Bone, by the Spirit. Which laſt, tho fome W r1- 
ters ( Blond. c. 4. ſ.8. prop.t7.) bring 1n as a Diminutive of the 
pretended change of the Sacramental elements , yet St. Paul calls 
it a great mystery Eph. 5. and St. Auſtin, a greater effect of Gods 
porger than the Creation; and Chryſoftom (10 Fob. c. 3. v.6. that 


which is born of the Spirit is Spirit ) ſaith, Formatzo primi ho- 


minis by mulieris ex latere ejus; Heliſaet preterea miraculum, gut 
ex funds ferrum revocauit ; tranſitus Fud.corum per rubrum mare z 
Piſcine ab Angels commotio ; mundatio Naaman Syri a lepra in For- 
danc; hac ommiagenct ationem gy purgationem fuluram,ranguam 1m fi- 
gura, permouſtrarunt. Laſtly, with the change of our Foazes that 
{hall be at. the Reſwrredftion. 

They urge ſome ditticulties about it, not incident to a change 
only of /anctificarimn, as tor example ; Nyf/en. Catech. Orat. c.z7. 
Crum ſolu; llud corpus, quod Deum ſuſcepit, hanc gratiam acce- 
perit ---ut per communtionem immortalis noſtrum fattum ſit par- 
ticeps mcorruptionts, oportet conſiderare , guomodo fieri _ , Ut 
cmm unum illud corpus affidue per totum orbem tot fidelium milli- 
bus impertiatur, torum cujuſque per partes evadat, ty m ſeipſo to- 
71:53 permaneat. Chryſ. l. 3. de Sacerdotio, ſpeaking of the Sacra- 
ment, O miraculum---qui cum Patre ſurſum ſedet m itlo temporis 
articuls omuium manibus pertrattatur ac ſe ipſe tradit volentibus 
tm accipere. They forbid enquiring after the guomodo ( nnmn- 
guam im tam ſublimibus rebus ( quomodo) aut cogitemus aut profe- 
ramus. Cyr. Alexand.) and frequently exhort the people to a firm 
belief, without any doubting of the truth thereof. ZEpiphan. 
Anchorat. p. 60. ( bringing 1t 1n for a /imile, How Man way be 
Gods Image ) ſaith of the Euchariſt, /:demnus aguale illud non ee, 
nec fumile, non ſuſceptae carnis imagini, non divimitati ipſt, que vi- 
deri non pofſit, non membrorum lineamentis ac notis. [Hud enim ro- 
tunaum et g» ſenſns expers ; by nihilominus ex gratia pronunciare 
voluit ;, Foc meum eſt, hoc. Neque quiſguam eſt, qui et ſermoni fi- 
dem non adhibeat ( tor fo in their giving It, the Prieſt anciently 
121d Corpus Chriftz, and the Communicant anſwer'd Amen. Ambr. 
ae Sac. 1. 4. C. 4. Apoſt. Conſt. 1.8. c.25,) Nam qui verum illum, 
( 2. e.) ſermonem, or Chriſtum, efje non credit, a gratia ty ſalute 
pror ſi us excidit, verum quodcungue tandem audierimus, aut credide- 
rimas , apjtus effe credimns, gyc.--- As B. Forbes allo notcs 
d: Ench. { t. c. i. /. 275. That the Faith more properly requir'd 
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at the rece1ving the Sacrament, 1s, ea fides gua creditur wyerbo 
Chriſti dicentis, Foc e5# corpus meum : credere Chriſtum eſfje 'ibi 
etiam carne uivificatrice praſentem. Ot which S. Auſtin faith, 
Crede fy manducast:. | 
Conſidering the foreſaid paſ/ages in the Fathers, methinks I 
miſs ſome candor in Mr. Þ/onael, ( it perhaps he intended to make 
a hiſtory of the Fathers opinions 1n this matter, ) that whereas 
he is 1o punctual in the 87h. propoſ. of the 47h. cap. he is ſo re- 
miſs in the 674. eſpecially 1n not taking notice of the mraca- 
louſne{s the Fathers held in the change, and their recourſe to 02- 
zipotency for it ; as likewiſe of ſome other things I ſhall mention 
anon. See for the truth of the zhmmegs I have ſaid in this Se- 
Ction, the authorities quoted by Z/ond. 4. c. 6. prop. and more at 
large in BelHlarmin's whole 2d. book de [uch. or in 4. ſent.11. dift.1. 
& 3./e#. Bur it you delire more peric&ly to inform your {clf, (be- 
cauſe guotazms arc but ſhort preces diſmembred from the conzexr, 
and gloſſes are made upon them according to the intereſt of the 
writer that ſelefts them ;) ſpend an hour or two 1n a publick 11- 
brary, and read more ipecially theſe, Ambroſ de my. mitiand. 9. 
6. ---De Sac. 41. 4. __ 5. c. where alfo you ſhall find the Canon of 
the Maſs not diftering from the preſent, in any thing of thoſe 
which the Reformed diſlike in the preſent Maſe, lave 1n one, where 
the elements, but before conſecration, are called fjgura corports 
Chr1i#t1, See Cyril Fierof. catech. myſtag. 4. Chryſof. FHom- 83. in 
Matt. ---Greg. Nyf}. orat. catech. 36,37. c. ---Zauſeb. Emyſjen. or the 
ſuppoſed author quored in #/ond. p. 69. ſerm. 5. de Paſchate, de 
corpore Domini. Now that you need not fear leſt vou ſhould take 
in the Ze/tzmontes of ſome age by the Reformed difallow'd ; know 


that Mr. Blonde! holds no dodfrine of 7ranſubFtantiation to be. 


maintained ll after the 107h. age ; no alteration of doctrine a- 
bout the Euchariſt ll after ( in the Eaſtern Church ) the 774; 1n 
the Weſtern Church, the 87h. age ; no change of langurge and* 
expreſſion, till, in the Eaſtern Church, the 674; in the Weſtern, 
the 77h. So that any author for the firſt 600 years may be 1e- 
curely quoted ; and therefore in the preſent Canon of the Maſs, 
which 1s granted by Protcſtants to be the ſame as 10 Gregory the 
Great's time, all things are acknowledged conformable to the 
dofrine of uncorrupted Antiquity. And whatſoever expre//ions 
concerning the Euchariſt are made by that Conſtantinopolitan Coun- 


cil under Conſtantine Copronymus in the ZaFf, and by that of 


Francfort under Carols MH, in the H/eF, are by Mr. Blondel held 
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orthodox. See therefore thoſe paſſages in the one, Blond. p. 38. 
Ainſi I image d' iceluit (1.e. the Euchariſt ) e# ſamte, come eftant 
deifee per ceriame ſanetification de grace : and ---ainſt ſor 'bon plat. 


fir a eite, que par Þ entremiſe au ſacrificateur, qui fait I offrand en 


ti anſpor tant ce gui ef commune a Ce = eSt ſamt, le pain de U' Fu- 
charilſtie come image non menſongere de ſa chair naturelle ſain&tifiee 
par Þ aurvenement du Saint Eſprit, devinft corps divin.--- And in 
the other, Blond. -p. 4.11. Car le myſtere au ſang oy du corps du 
Scignieur ne doit pas maintenant eStre dit image, mars verite &C. 
and p. 412. Chriit u'a pas dit ceſte e$t I'mmage de mon corps; mats 
cecy et mon corps &c. whether they do not argue ſuch a change 
of the elements, as the Reformed will not affent to, and the pre- 
ſence of Chr;/t's body (whatever 1t 1s in the Euchariſt) to be 
with the Symbols. | 

2. From ther offering to God the Zucharif? as a Sacrifice, . be- 
fore their communicating 1t as a Sacrament, with giving ſuch 
attributes, and 1mputing ſuch operatzons unto it, as ſeem plainly 
to evince, that whatever preſence of Chrilt's boay there 1s ( and real 
the ſecond opinion ſaith it 1s ) 1n receiving the Szcrament, to the 
worthy communicant, the ſame the Ancients concetv'd to be to the 
/iens, when offered to God as a Sacrrfice ; neither, ſuppoſing 
Chriſt's body not accompanying the ſymbols, do ſuch attributes 
{cem agrceable to Symbols. See thole Epithets in the ordina- 


' ry Canon of the Haſs, (allow'd by Z/onael to have nothing nit, 


gui ne S accorde a I Fſcriture, au ſens, a la raiſon, &y au tes-moig- 
naze de Þ antiquite- p- 453.) In S. Ambr. de Sacr. 4.1. 4. c. &c. 
In Cyril. Fiero. catech. my/ſlag. Fioſtia pura. ſantta, eDibats, mma-. 
culata, panis ſanttus vitae wterna, calix ſalutrs perpetur, &c. called 
by Chryſo/tom, Hom. 24. mm 1 Cor. and others, Sacrificium terri- 
bile & plenum horroris, tremenda myſteria. "The author Eccl. Hr- 
erarch.3.C. 3.p. Pontijcx, guod hoſtzuam falutarem, que ſupra ipſum 
ef, litet, ſe excuſat, exclamans, Tu dixiſti, Foc facite &c. S. Auſt. 
Conf: 9. 1. 12.c. Cum t1bi offerretur pro ea | matre | ſacrificium pre- 
t11 notri, juxta ſepulchrum poſito cadavere. Idem, de Spiritu oy 1i- 
tera 11.C. Detcultus m hoc maxime conſtitutus eff, ut anima non /it 
er ingrata. Uude gy m ipf9 teriſſmmo gy in ſmgu/ari ſacrificio Do- 
11no Deo noſtro agere gratias admonemur. &, This 1s in thoſe 
words where the Prieſt ſaith, Ze? us give thanks to our Lord God, 
and the people anſwer, 77 7s meet and right ſo to do. De civ. Det. 
104. 20.c. Cujus re: Sacramentum quotidianum efje voluit Eecleſie 
Sacrificiam, Contra Faust. 2c.1.18. c. Chriftian: jam perattt Sacri- 
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ficii memoriam celebrant ſacroſant?a oblatione gy participatione cor- 


poris Chrifti, Where 1s affirm'd an oblation of the ſame body, of 


which there is participation. See the expreſſions of the Fa- 
thers in the ſame manner, of the very boay of Chriſt offered in 
the Euchariſt as received, quoted in the Controvertiſts. See 
Bell. de Miſſa 1. l. 15. c. ſet. S. Andreas. --- Ambr. Chriflus of- 
fertur in terris, cum corpus ejus offertur. ---And in 1.c Luce. Cum 
facrificamus Chriftus adeit, Chritus immolatur. ChryſoFt. 2.4. 
Hom. in 1. ad Cor. Pro vittimarum &y pecorum cade ſeipſum offe- 
rendum precepit. 1n Ep. Heb. 17. Flom. 1n multis lots offertur, 
n0n plures Chrifti, fed unus ubigue Christus, hic Gy illic plenus ex- 
zftens; unum =_ non multa corpora. Conc. Nic. (which Proteſtants 
pretend all obedience to ) 14. can. Perventt ad S. Concilium, quod 
mn locis quibuſdam Presbyteris Sacramenta Diaconi porrigant. Hoc 
neue regula, neque conſuetudo tradiait, ut hi qui offerendi Sacrificii 
nou habent poteſlatem, his, qui offerunt corpus Chri$ti, porrigant. And 
in the As of that Council there 1s a notable paſſage alto, part of 
which Catuin hath urged, as making for his cauſe ; /n$7.4.1.+5.c. 
36.s. Huic mal ( 1.6. profternere ſeſe hommes coram pane, ut Chri- 
Sum i/lic adorent ) proculdub:o volut obuiare Nicana Synodus, cum 
veruit nos humiliter attentos eſſe ad propoſita Symbola. Thus much 
only he. But I will give you the place more full, as I find it 
quoted in others. 77a etiam hic im diviva menſa ne humiiiter n- 
tenti ſimus ad propoſitum panem gy calicem, ſed attollentes men- 
tem fide itelligamus ſitum m ſacra 1lla menſa aguum 1/lum Det 
tollentem peccata” munaz incruente a Sacerdotibus mmolatum, oy 


_— thſius corpus fy ſauguinem vere nos ſumentes credere hac 
ee 


oftre reſurretttmis Symbola &c. Oblerve, /itum m ſacra illa 
menſu agnum illum Dei. See likewile their expreſzons , as of the 
body of ChriFt as received as a Sacrament, 1o offered as a Sacrifice 
for ſalvation and remiſſion of ſins for the 4vmeg, and for the dead, 
in Bell. de Mifſ: 2.1. 2. c. ſe. Secundo. Juſtin. mm atal. cum Try- 
phone dicit Sacrificium vacce quod offerrebatur pro elephantiacis fu- 


je figuram En:hariſtie, gue offertur pro expiatione peccatorum. 


Hieron. 7m comment. mm Tit. 1.c. $1: Laicis imperatur , ut propter 
orationem abſtineant ſe ab uxorum coitu, guid de Epiſcopo [cntien- 
dum et, qui quotidie proſuss populigue peccatis ulibatas Deo obla- 
turus ef viftimmas? Aug. Civ. Det, 20. 1. 25. c. faith, Sacrificium 
pro peccato offerri in Fccleſia uſque ad diem Fudicn, fed nom ulterius. 
Chryſ. zu At. Hom. 21. Non fruſtra oblationes p 0 d*funttis finnt, 
&Cc. ---on ſumpliciter (1.6. to _ purpoſe ) Mmifter clamat pra 


his. 
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his nui defuntti ſunt in Chrifto, y pro his gui tlorum memoriam 
faciunt. Quid dicis? [n manibus et hoftia, fy omni propoſita ſunt 
bene ordmata; adſunt Angeli , adſunt Archangeli, adest filins Det , 
cum tanto horrore aſtant omnes ; aitant illi (1 e. mini$tri) claman- 
tes (as before, offerimus pro his gui defuntti &c ) ommbus ſilentibus ; 
W& pitas /empliciter hac fiert? (1.e. pro defunttis.) [eitur to 
alia jimpliciter, &p gue pro {ecleſta Oy que pro Sacerdotibus offe- 
runtnr, (yp gue pro uberlate ac mullituame? abjit. 1 have writ- 
ten this at large, that you may ſee the caftom of St.Chryſoſtom's #18 
times concerning the ob/atzou of this Sacrifice, the Prayers 8c * 
attending 1t, not to be varying from thoſe we find in the HYals 
or L:iturgies, either the pretended-ancient,or modern. 
And 1lce //ondel, p. 378. the Conc. Conſtant. uling the ſame ex- 
Prefſion, offrent pour le ſalut du corps &y del ame la way image de f 
Chri##.--. And the Conc. Franctfort, p 407. Ax elle et faite mu:- 
frbl-ment par Þ eſprit de Dieu ;, conſacree par le Preſtre invoguant 
dien, portee par les mams Angeliques ſule haut Autel de dieu (the 
words in the Maſs) & que par e/le les peches ſont remis, qu" elle ne 
pent ni accroifire ni diminnuer : (as Images are gc.) For theſe 
things, Calvin ( Zuſtit. 4.1.17. c. 11.5.) after he had as much as 
might he mitigated the ſerce of Antiquity, confefleth, vezeres 
Fuogue illos alio hanc memoriam detorſif}e, quam mſtitutioni Dom: | 
conveniebat ; quod neſcio quam repetite aut ſaltem renovate im- £ 
-nolationis faciem eorum cena pre ſe ferebat, oy excuſari non poſſe, | 
gum aligud in aftionts modo peccavermt. Jmitati ſunt enim propius 
Fadaicum Sacrificand: morem, quam aut ordinaverat Chriſtus, aut 
Evangelii ratio ferebat. And indeedit 1s ſomewhat ſtrange, that 
the Fathers are made in the matter {till not to differ from the 
Reformed ; but in their language, in their ceremonies confeſſed 
to concur with the Catholicks. This #/mg by the Ancients of 
the Euchari#t as a Sacrifice before communicating, I find not Dr. 
Tailor to take any notice of, which yet methinks makes much for 
their conceiving a real preſence with the /tens; concerning 
which 1s our prelent diſcourlc. 
; 4. From their Aworation and alſo Twucation of the body of 
4. C/mg a9 Chriff on the Altar, or with the Symbols ; I ſay, not adoration | 
eration be- of Chrilt's body, or Chriſt as in Heaven in the at of communi- 
fore commu- cating, ( which 1s all owned by thoſe of the firft and ſecond opi- 
#1704119, mons, tho I think only pradiſed by the Church of Z#nzl/and) but ; 
adoration of Chrilt's boay as preſent with the Symbols, before com- | 
municating : And ſuch to have bin the practice of Antiquity, 
j 
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I think will appear from many paſſages in the Fathers. 

See Clem. poſt. Conſt. . 2. c. 61. Diaconi abſoluta oratione, alit 
oblationti Euchariſtiae ſint mtenti, mmiſtrantes corpori Domini cum 
timore, ali; Gy. And aiterwards, accipiant Dominicum corpus, oy 
precioſum ſanguimem, gradatim cum pudore ac timore tanguam ad 
Regis Corpus accedentes.--- Nazians, Orat. de obitu Gorgonie, tpeak- 
ing of his /ic& £7/ter in the Night-time going to Church, and 
praying before the Altar, to be cared, he ſaith, Ad Altare cum 
fide procumbit, eumqgue gui ſuper 1llud colitur magno cum clamore 
obteſtans, xc. After theſe, | pray you read over again thoſe 
quotations, about Adoration, of St. Auſtin and St. Ambroſe Obſ. >. 
Chryſ. Hom. 24. in 1 Cor. Hoc corpus etiam jacens 1m prafepi reve. 
riti ſunt Magi--&y cum multo metu ac tremore adorarunt. [mitemitr 
ergo vel barbaros nos celorum cives, Oc.---Tu autem non in praſepi 
vides, ſed in Altari non feminam eum tenentem , ſed ſacerdotem 


vides aſlaniem, gy ſpiritum cum magna copia ( perabwnde ) propoſita 
ſupervolantem, ge. ( greater excitations of Reverence ) 10s er29 


ſos excitemus,  formidemus, oy lounge majorem quam 1111 barbart 


oſtendamus reverentiam, gyc.---\on enim Angeles, nec Archangelos 
neque Calos, ſed ipſum eorum oftendo Dominum. Yidiſli guemad. 
modum guod eft omnium preftantiſſmum oy» maxime honorandum ; 
vides interra - negue folum vides, fed etiam tangis, fed etiam com- 
meats, fx. Flom. 61. ad Pop. Antiochen. $1 pura ſunt veſlimenta 
adora c&F .communica.---4m Fpheſ. Flom. 3. he calls it ſacrificium 
guod 111; fiupent gy venerantur Amugelt.---- So Hom. 83. im Mat. 
Angel; videntes horreſcunt, neque hbere audent intueri propter em- 
cantem mae (plendorem. | | 

See the former Quotation, p. 98. The places are frequent in 
Chryſoftom,, where he ſpeaks of the preſence, and adoration, and 
trembling of Angels, at theſe Sacred Mylieries. "This ior Adora- 
7101 ; but fee him alſo for /nvocation : Flom. 41. in 1 Cor. No 
ſunt enim hec temere excogitata ( he ſpeaks of Praying and Ot- 
tering the Euchariſt for the Dead ) negue frultra eorum, qui de- 
ceſſerunt, im divmis myſterits memmimus, Ft pro ipſts aiced: mas, 
rogantes agnum propolitum gu 1mu1d! peccatum 1u1lit ; fed ut imac 
ers aligua fit conſolatio, gyc. And ſee Flom. 21. in Atta Ap9ſlul. 
where he makes this ſpecza/ preſence of our Lord a time of more 
acceptable audience, ----Domino praſenti dum mors la peifſuiiur 
& horrenaum Sacrigerum, {it meffabila Sacramenta. Nam qua}t ſc- 


dente Rege quicungue voluerit perfictt, ut autem ſurrextt quieungue' 


act fruſtra aicit, {ta of nunc, _—_— propoſita fuerimt mg/l _ 
ta ce 
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See the place,--- and afterward, /icut quando Regum trophea /ta- ' 


tunntur,--dimittuntur gut ſunt in vinculs per illud tempus,ubi autem 
tranſierit hoc tempus qui nihil afſſequutus eſt nihil obrmet, ita ſane 
& hic. Aplace I think much worth the noting, why at the 
time chiefly of the ce/ebration of the Myſteries all manner of 71- 
vocations were made. See a kind of Invocation, Dronyſ. Areop. 
or the Author Zccl. Hierarch. c. 3. par. 3 O divm{ſumum ty ſacro- 
Tanctum Sacramentum dignanter aperis obautta thi opermenta /12- 
n:ficantinum ſienorum, &» perſpicue nobis fac appareas, gx. And 
ice for Adoration what Mr. Bhndel quotes of the fame Chapter 
tor his calling them /ymbols, Blond. p. 88. le preſident de choſes 
facrees ſetient debout devant les omg /ymboles---(y tout le Clerge 
fe leve devant les treſſamts ſymboles, comme devant Chriſt. 

See 7 heogoret 1n the place quoted betore, p. 74. You may find 
it likewiſe in Z/ondel p. 59. Sizna myſtica mtellguntur ea efje que 
fa&ta ſunt, (i.e. by Confecration ) & creduntur gy adorantur, uf 
gu illa ſint gue creduntur. See that m— of St. FHterom. in his 
Preface to 7 heophilus Alexand. upon the Tranſlation of his Epi- 
{tle quoted Y/ond. p. 56. where | mor of the Utenſils of the 
Altar, the Chalices, gx. he ſaith, gue ne peuvent eftre dits n' avorr 
point de ſaintete, mais gue par la ſociete du corps (fy du ſang du 
7 fu ils dorvent eſtre veneres de meſme neceſſite, que le corps 

P /e fans. 

Laſtly, See. that Conftantinopolitan Council under Conſtantine 
Copronymus, quoted by Blondel for Orthodox in the matter of the 
Euchariſt, yet he]Jd they Worſhip due to the Euchariſt (which they 
call d the only 7ruc Zmage of Chrilt ) becauſe this by Drvme Con 
fecration 18 Deificatum,and made Divinum Corpus ; tho they aftirm'd 
any Worſhip given to any Artificial /mage of our Saviour, or 
to any Human Form, to be 1dolatry. | will fet you down the 
words ſomewhat higher than where B/onae/ begins them.---/1 
talem igitur blaſphemiam + impietatem cadentes pudore ſuffundan- 
zur, _ averſentur ſeipſos wy talia facere (1. e.) depmgere Chri- 
um definant ; Neque hi ſolum gui faciunt, verum etiam qui falſo 
nomme fattam ty aittam ab ipſis Chriſti imaginem venerantur. See 
for what follows Bond. p. 378. Exultent oy Letentur, Et libertate 
linguw frucutur, quicungue veram Chriſti imaginem ſmceriſſuma mente 
jacientes defiderant gy venerantur fy ad ſalutem anim corporiſque 
adfernnt, guam ( imaginem ) iþpſje Dommus noſter Deus ſummus ſa- 
cerdos Tramait ſuis facerdotibus, gyc. 'Tis probable, that the uſed 
$encration of the conſecrated ſymbols was urg'd before this agg 
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cil to countenance-that given to Zmages. And the Council faith 
ſomething afterwards, that the Zucharit had no humane ſhape, 
leſt 7aolatry to other humane ſhapes of Chrift might have been 
countenanc'd by 1t. 

But the A/embly in the Welt at Franc&fort, oppoling the wor- 


ſhip of Images, and praGtifing that to the Zucharist, together with 


the Conc. Nic. 2d4um. afhirmed the Euchariſt to be not an /mage 
of Chriit's body, but his 7r#e body. See Dr. Tathr p. 316; The 
£ words of 7ype and 7mage 1n the queltion of the Holy Sacrament 
wwere di{liked by the Aflembly at +anck fort; becaulc, it the 
© Sacrament were an mage, as they of Conſtantinople laid, rhen it 
© might be lawful to give reverence and worſhip to ſome Images. 
Thus he. Whence it follows, that all the three Councils agreed 1n 
this, the veneration. of the Facharist. Add to this, what 1s ſaid 
by the Dodfor p. 343. that in Averroes's time, who lived about 
A. Chriſti 1000. Chriſtiani adorabant quod comedebant, ( tho not 


In ſuch a groſs ſenſe as the Philoſopher underſtood thoſe words,) 


which Aaoration what reaſon the Dodfor hath to reſtrain to ſome 
miltaken ſouls of Averroes's acquaintance only, IT know not. See 
likewiſe Taz/. p. 279. where that of St. Auſtin, contra Fauſtum 
20. /. 13.c. Propter Panem oy Calicem nonnulli nos Cererem oy 
Liberum colere exiſtimabant, argues the Chriſtians worſhipping of 


the Euchariſt. Neither doth St. Auftin's, ritu noftro ampletti- 


mur, fay any. thing contradiQtory to it: only 1 not to the Caze- 
chument, much leſs to the Heathen, did the Fathers uſe full ex- 
planations of this 7neffable mpytery. 
AuguZt. in Pſalm. 33. conctone 1. Nondum enim erat ſacrificium 
corports fy ſangumis Domini, quod norunt fideles, guod ſacrificiun 
nunc diffuſum eſt toto orbe terrarum. Conc. 2. Quomodo ferebatur 11 
manibus ejus? quia cum commenaarit ipſum corpus ſunm o&y ſangut- 
nem ſuum, ( 1.e. in his laſt Supper, ) accepi* m mantus ſnas, quod 
norunt fideles &c. See the quotation out of /*piphanzns, p. 93. 
Where he ſaith, Foc meum eft, but names not corpus. This 
frequent in St. Auſtin, and others. But what need of ſuch dit- 
guiling the bulineſs, if all the catechument , fideles, or unbclie- 
vers were to know, was only 1n plain language, that the conſe. 
crated Bread was /zznum corporis ſur, to the worthy receivers of 
which /j2u God communicated all the benefits of his Pallion. 
Thus much of their acoratzon of Chr /t in the Symbols, of which 
Mr. B/ondel i his fourth chap. which gives a hiſtory of the Fa- 

thers doctrine, takes no notice. 
| 5. From 
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5. Foldinz $5. From their hoiding not only a $7r/7ua/, but an ora/ man- 
ai oral 1man- dication of the body and blood of Chrilt, and it to be : received 
dacation of not only by the good but wicked; which necellarily infers its pre- 
Chriſt's bo- fence with the Symbols. Auſtin mentioned before p. 123. Cum 


ny CC. 


dantiem carnem ſuam manducanaam ſaugumemqgue bibendum fidel; 
corde atgue ore ſuſcipimus. Cyprian $5. ſerm. de lapſts. ipeaking of 
thoſe, who aiter having demied Chriſt come to the Sacrament, 
laith ; 7s mfertur corport ejus &f ſanguin: ; &y plus modo. in Do- 
mini manibus atgue ore delinguunt (1.e. 1n receiving, ) 71am Cuns 
Dommmum negaverrtnt. Chryloltom. Flom. 83. mm Matt. Quare non 
is » . : : . '*F yu » {4 3 J 2, . ; . 
oportet eſſe puriorem, tali frnentem ſacrificio? Quo Solari radio non 


T1ptendidiore;n manum carnem hanc dividentem ; os, quod 12ni Sþ1- 


ritual: repletur ; linguam, gue tremendo nimtis ſauguine rubeſcit ! 
And 7 1 Cor. 11.17. Rens crit corports.--- he ſaith, Riſus mtem- 
peſticus, urbanitas, fy facetie exit pleng, teaſtings, gc, o& hac 
facis Chriſti menſa exceptus, illo die guo dignus es habitns, qui ejus 
carnes Imgua tangeres. ---Manum tuam expurga, oy caſtiga linguam 
& /abra, que mgreſſus Chriſti fuere veſtibula, &c. S. Gregory 1n 
4- 176. Diaigg. (1n whole time Mr. Þlondel cap.17. grants there was 
yet no alteration concerning the doctrine of this Sacrament, ) Z/f 
guidem in peccatoribus fy imaigne ſumentibus vera Chriſti caro, oy 
verus angus, ſed efjentia, nou ſalubri efficientia. See concerning 
S. Auſtin's opinion P. 132. 

From Chriſt's bo4y and blood being held in the hands of the 
Prieft of the commrnicants , ( tor the uſe of putting into their 
mouths 1s, tho ancient, yet ſomewhat later than the times of 
thoſe Fathers we mention) from their exceeding care, that no 
part thereof ſhould fall to the ground gyc. that it ſhould nor 
be {cen by the heathen, or the catechament, T ſuppoſe leſt their 
wearncls ithould have ſome diſeſtcem thereof. Yaſil. de Spirit 
Santty 25. c ſpeaking of many Traditions not poo 1 writ- 
77g trom the founders of Chriſhanity, but ſecretly conteyed, ſaith, 
Fulhre quid lt, nimirum dof, arcanorum venerationem ſilen- 
770 Conſervari, Nom quiz nec intuert fas eſt non initiatis. Ry Con- 
ventebat horum aver inum publicitus circuamperri ſcripts, Forum do- 
&rmam (1.e.) the Conlecration, Prayers, gc. 1n the celebration 
of the Eucharilt. 

Add to theſe, the ſame honour and reverence continued to the 
Fachaiift, as to the body of Chriſt, 1n their repe/irron and reſerua- 
7104 of fome part thereof aſter the communim ended, to be di- 
{tributed, when necd was, to the /26& &c, ( or allo to be commu- 
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nicated anozher day ( as in ſome time of Lent) even in the Church. 
See Conc. Conſt, 6. in Truſ/lo Can.'52.) See for this reſervation the 
Teſtimonies of Antiquity gather'd in the Controvertilts ; as in 
Bell. de Euchariſtia l. 4. c. 3. See S. Anſtin's Sermon to the new- 
Baptizg'd. In Fuleent. Bapt. Arhup. wt. cap. and Daille on it 
Anſiv. to Chanmont p. 42. and the confeſſion of Cav. Tuftit. L. 4. 
C. 17: . 39. Sed enim gui /ic faciunt (1.e. Sarramentum reponunt ) 
habent weterts Eceleſte exemplum fateor verum m re tanta ty mn 
gua non ſine magno periculo erratur, nihil tutins, quam ipſam veri- 


' tatem ſequrt. "True, if we certainly knew it: But when ever 


Writer pretends his Doctrine to be the Truth (For who tells 
us, that himſelf lies ? ) zh] rutins guam Eecleſiao conſuetudinem 
ſequi, that ſo we may not forſake the Truth. 


To ſome of theſe five Conſiderations from which we gather the (6 yxr 
Fathers to have held a ſubſtantial preſence of Chriſt's Boay with uſers f 
the Symbols, ſomething is 1aid both by Mr. &/oude/ and Dr. Tay- zh6 Reform- 
for, and others; but what ſeems to me no ways ſatisfactory. ed to theſe 

1eument-s. 

To the fir/t, ſecond, and third, they fay, ( but I would wiſh —_ 
you to peruſe their own Books, lelt therr {uſwers may recelve jug the 
ſome wrong by my relation, or ſomething in them more cn/t- change of 
derable be omitted by me, ) they ſay then, that where the Fathers zo *FJ-. 
iay, 1. That the Bread after Conſecration 1s the Boay of Chriſt. yents into 
2. That of the Bread by Conſecration is made the Boay of Chriſt. Chriſts Bo- 
3. T hat _ Conſecration it ceaſeth to be Bread. 4. Or, That it 7, 
7s not only Bread. 5. That the Nature and Subſtance of Bread 
by Conſecration is chang'd into Chriſts Body, &yc. they mean « only : 
1. Is a /zz1 or Sacrament of Chrilt's Body ; or his Body in Sacra- 
ment; or ( as Dr. Taybr p. 266) the Bread 1s verily the Body of 
Chriſt, zr4/y his Fleſh, and the Wine 7ra/y his Blood | ( How ? 
by a change of condition, of ſanfification, and uſage. 2. That of 
Bread 1s mide | 7he Sacrament | of his Body. 3. That it ceaſeth 
to be Bread, 1. e. common Bread. 4. "That 1t 1s not only Bread, 
by reaſon of the Grace of Conſecration added 70 1ts natare. 5. That 
the nature of 1t 1s chang'd from /tmple Pread to pain benit , or 
Sacramenta] Bread ; and that it acquires a new ellence, 2. e. the 
ellence of a Sacrament. | 

See ſuch ſo/utions in PBlondel, p. 64. x. in his Margin, and 
P. 222, 224. So in his Explication of the Canon of the Maſs, 
p. 452. See likewiſe p. 470. where 1t petitions, 7f ( ob/atro ) frat 

nobis 
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nobis corpus Gy ſanguis dilecFiſumi filii tui Domini noſtri Jeſu Chriſti, 
he expoundeth Corps &&c. en Sacrement. Again where it, ut? quot- 
guot ex hac Altaris participatione ſacroſanfum Filii tui corpus oy 
ſanguinem ſumpſerimus, &#c. he interprets prendrons | le Sacra- 
ment du\ ſacro-ſaine? corps de ton fils, qui et ce meſme ſacro- 
ſain corps en repreſentation Gy ſignification, ( where note 
alſo, that he holds not any ſubſtantial preſence of Chrilt's 
Body to the worthy Receiver, in which thing thoſe of the /e- 
cond Opinion I think will not conſent to him. ) Laſtly, they ſay, 
That, by change of the Elements, the Fathers mean no more than 
an-accidental Sacramental converſion ; a change of condition, of ſan- 
Fification and uſage, and efficacy ; as a Table { by conſecration ) 
is chang'd into an Altar ; a: Houſe into a Church; a Man into 
a Prieſt ; as the Water of the River into the Laver of Regene- 
ration. See this'in Dr. Tayhor p. 270. and the like in Blondel, p.4.72. 
Bref par tout ce pain et apelle ſain&# de meſme que le calice, la table, 
la palatine, ſont apeller ſaine?s, Aſcavorr entant qu'ils ſervent a une 
ſave ſaint, Fyc. without any preſence of Chrilts Body either 70 
them or znFcad of them. Sce Flond. p. 156, 157, 174; Oc. Tay- 
for p. 266. Now tho (as 1t appears I think above, the expreſ- 
ſions of the Fathers, for ſuch a change: of the ſymbols, as that, 
after Conſecration, the ſub5tance of Chriſts Body 1s there with 
them, are ſo f#/}, as 'tis hard to ſay ſuch a thing more p/aznty 
than they do: Yet that they are not in ſuch a ſenſe to be under- 
{tood, they urge many things. 


» Firſt, That we muſt not zerpret them ſo as to make them ' 


contradiff themielves, or one another. See Blond. p. 158, 232. 
Then they ſhew, that the ſame Fathers, that uſe theſe hh ex- 
preſſions, yet ceaſe not to call the Elements, even after Conſe- 
cration, ?mages, figures, types, ſimilitudes, ſins, ſacraments of the 
Boay, Ox. repreſentations, memorials, exemplars, ſymbols, Corpus- 
typicum, &y ſymbolicum, ty myFticum. See many more PÞlond. c.4. 
Prep. 8. and Taylor p. 313. & p. 290. where "that expreſſion of 
Tertullan 1s much ſtood upon ( adv. Marcion. I. 4. c. 40.---- Pro- 
fefſus irague fe concupiſcentia concupiſſe edere paſcha ut ſuum ( in- 
dignum enum fult wy alienum concupiſceret Deus ) acceptum pa- 
nem oy diftributum diſcipulis, carpus ſuum illum fecit, Foc eft cor- 
pus meum aicendo, id elt, fignra corporis mei. Figura autem non 
fuiſſet mfr veritatis efjet corpus. Caterum vacua res, guod eft phan- 
taſma (as MHarcion contended Chriſts Body was) fieuram capere 
uon poſſet , and ſay, that they are Chrilts Body, not Wn, hon 
aligua 
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aliguo modo &c. y Now, dem nom eff? /tmile : the /izu can't be 
the very 7hing /igmfied by the ſign; nor the type (figurejthy protorype, 
or the 7ruth. See Tayl. p. 318. Blond. 207. 210.. $ Eſpecially 
theſe places of S. Auſtin are much inſiſted on by: them, 23. Z#p. 
ad Bomitacium. $1 enim Sacramentaqgyuandam ſimilitudinem earum 
rerum, quaram Sacrameuta ſunt, nom haberent , omnino Sacraments 
non efjent. Ex hac antem ſtmilitudine plerumgue etiam iþſarum 
rerum nominga accipiunt. Sicat ergo ſecundum quendam modum 
Sacramentum corports Chriſti corpus Chriſti eff , Sacramentum ſan 
guinis Chrifti ſanents Chriſti eft ; 1ta Sacramentum fidet (1. e. Bap- 
niſm) fides eft. ---Sicut de ipſo Baptiſmo Apoſtolus, Conſepultr, in- 
guit, ſumns Chriſto per Baptiſmum in mortem ; non ait, ſepulturam 
Sienificamns ; ſed prorſus ait, conſepulti fumns : Sacramentum ergo. 
tante rei non nift ejuſdem rei vocabulo nuncupatur. So in Pſal.33. 
Concio. 2. Tpſe ſe portabat quodammodo, cum diceret, Hoc et 
corpus meum. CT. In Pſal. 98. upon thoſe words in St. 7ohr, 
Perba gue hcutus ſum yobts ſpiritus et ty vita. ---Spiritualiter 17- 
telligite, quod hocutus ſum; non hee corpus guod videtis manducatt- 
11 eftis, &y bibituri alum fangutmem quem fuſuri ſunt, quit me Ort- 
ctfrgent ; Sacramentum aliguod vobis commenadaut, ſpiritualitcr in- 
telletium vivificabit vos. Hifi neceſfſe et illud viſthiliter celebrarz, 
oportet tamen inuiſtbiliter intelligi. De dottrina Chriſtiana 3./. 16. 
C. $7 praceptiva locutio eff aut flagitium ant facinus vetans, aut 
utilitatem aut beneficentiam jubens, nou eff fiewata.; /t autem fla- 
grtimm aut facinus wvidetur jubere, aut utilitatem &y beneficentiam' 
wverare, figurata et. Niſt manducaveritis, imquit, carnem fili: hom- 
ns, Oy ſangninem biberitis, non habebitis vitam in-vobts. Flagits- 
am- vel facinus videtur jubere, fieura et ergo pravipiens Paſſtont 
Domint efje communicandum, ty ſuaviter atque utiliter recondendum 
i Memoria, = Pro nebis caro ejus crucifixa fy vuluerata /it. 

» To theſe they add ſome other places of St. Auſtin, wherein 
he ſaith the unworthy Communicants receive the Sacrament of 
Chriſt's body, but not his Pody ; which argues the body at lealt 
not preſent with the Symbols. Such that 7ra&# 26. mm Johan. uz 
non manet m Chriſto, &> in quo non manet Chriſtus, proculdubio 13 
manducat ( Spiritualiter 1n my book ) carnem ejus, nec bivit cus: 
ſangumenmn, licet' carnaliter &y wiſtwilhter. premat doutibus SAeru ttcy- 
tum corports &y ſanguints Chriſti ; ſed magis tante rei Sucramentiu 
ad judicium- /ib1 manducat. And tratf?. 59. where he faith of the 
Apoſtles and Judas : 171i mandutabant panem Dominum, ilte pa- 
nem Domini, contra Dominum. 1 find likewiſe urged by fame, 70, 

| T- places, . 
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places out of Chryſo/tom : One out of 20. Zom. it 2. Corinth. that 
he there prefers-the poor as being rezp/a or 7p/ummet corpus Chriſt:, 
beforc the Sacrament, or corpus Chriſti m Altart : but ſearching 
the place, 1 tind (and ſo may any that pleaſe to peruſe it) the 
compariſon not to he at all lgtween the poor and corpus Chriſt: n 
altar; , but between the poor and altare, guza caprt corpus Chriſt: 
Another, out of 11. Hom. im Matth. of the opus mmperfettum ; 
where 1t 1s ſaid, vaſa /ant7ificata &Cc, 191 guibus non verum corpus Chri- 
ftt, ſed myſterium corporis ejus continetur. Words plain enough, but 
none ot 'S. Chryſoſtom's. See Bell.de Euch.2.1.22.c. and Eraſmus his 
Preface to that work. 'To which Dr. Tazhr's reply, p. 308. no 
way ſatisfies me, it not following, that becauſe they happen to be 
inſerted among S. Chry/o/tom's works, therefore he mult be eſteem- 
ed a good Catholick that writ them : which ral ſhould it gene- 
rally paſs, the Proze/tants would have much the worſe by it. 
There are urged alſo by them Zo places out of the ſame book 
of S. Ambroſe, which here we have made much uſe of againſt their 
tenent. The one place, de Sacr.4.1.4.c. Vinum tg agua 1n calicem mit- 
titur, ſed fit ſauguis conſecratione verbi celeſtis, (1.6. by the words, 
Foc eſt corpus meum, pronounced by the Prieſt.) Sed forte arces, Spe- 
ciem ſanguinis nou viaco. Sed habet ſimilitudinem. Sicut- enim mortis 
Junilitudinem ſumpſiſti, (1.e. 1nnot ſeeing any crucifixion of him 
1n the Sacrament, ) ta etiam ſimilitudinem pretioſt ſangumis bibis, 
ut nuſllus horror cruoris /it, fy pretium tamen operetur redemptionts. 
The other places, 6. /. 1.c. where the Father makes a recapitula- 
tion of things formerly ſaid. Scut werus eff Dei Filins, ---ita ve- 
ra caro, guam accepimus. --Forte dicas, guomodo vera? gui ſumili- 
tudinem video, non video ſanguints veritatem. Primo dixitibi de 
ſermone ChriFti, (1.e. the words of Conſecration, Hoc ef? &c. ) 
gu operatur, ut poſſut mutare gy convertere generalia inftituta nature. 


. Deinde, ubi non tulerunt ſermonem Chriſti daiſcipuli equs, ( Jo. 6. 52. 


How can this man give us his Heſh to eat?) ne 2p7tur plures hoc 
dicerent, velut1 quidam efet horror cruoris, fed maneret gratia re- 
demptionis : ideo in ſimilitudinem quidem accipts Sacramenta, ſed 
vere nature gratiam virtutemgue conſequeris. 

5. Thele things they ſtrengthen with the Conc. Conſtant. un- 
der Con5tant. Coprouymus calling the Euchariſt the mage of 
Chrilt's Yoay ; and Chriſt's Body $a, not over, ſee Tail. p. 313. 
Blond. p. 358. &#c. and with the inference of the 2. Conc. Nzce, 
in their refuting the Conftant. Conc. where they ſay, Demitten- 
tes quidem mendacium quadantenus veritatem contingunt confeſſt 
drum fieri corps panem. x. At 
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» Ah imago corporis eſt, non pozeft ſane fieri divinum Corpus, 
urged by Mr. Zl/ondel p. 385. therefore, The Fathers likewiſe 
making 1t 1mago, figura, &c. by this deny it to be Corpus Di- 
VINUM. | 

a Again, with the Form of the Canon of the Maſs, which 
they ſay plainly makes for them againit ſub/tautial Conver- 
ton. ; 

u | For in it both before the words of Conſecration, there is an 
Oblation made of the Elements, and that pro Eccleſia Catholica ; 
& pro peccatis, gyxc. See that Prayer; Suſcipe ſacroſaniFe Pater ; 
and---7e igitur clementiſſime Pater---both before the Conſecration 


( not to be denied ſaith Belarmme, gy vereres Patres paſſim idem 
tradunt, ſaith he, z.e. that the Creatures of Bread and Yine in 


the Euchariſt are offer'd to God : ſee him de Miſſa l. i. c. 27. ) 
and there they are call'd dona ſant7a, ſacrificia itHibata, gx. 
+ And likewiſe ſome of thoſe Zxpreſſions and Forms of Oh- 


lation, which are made after Conſecration in the Roman Canon, 


are put defore 77 1n ſome other Z77urgres. | 

& Again, after the Conſecration many expreſſions are found in 
the Roman Canon no way 1uting to the preſence of Chrifts real 
Boay : As the praying, that God would accept 7he 
2. e. accept of his Son, lay the Romani/ts, (as 1f he were at any 
time 07 acceptable,) accept them as he aid that of Abel's, Abra- 
ham's, Melchiſedech's Sacrifices, (1aith Blond.) ou bruts, ou inant- 
mMez; a fit compariſon to Chriſt his Son! That God would com- 
mand them perferr; per manus St. Angeli tm in ſublime Altare 


funm, in conſpet7n, gyc. 1.e. the Body of our Saviour to Heaven ;. 


where it 1s continually. And 1n other Z77urgres, as that of St. 
Fames, they being call'd Bread and Wane, and the Fruits of the 
Earth, after Conſecration ; and particularly, in that Form ſet 
down in the ApoF7. Conlt. 1.8. c. 17. where after the words of. 
Inſtitution rehears'd (by which words they are ſuppos'd to be 
Conſecrared ) it follows---Rogamuſque Te ut benigne reſpicere dig- 


neris ſuper ha dona propoſita in conſpetu_ tuo, ty complaceas tibi in- 


i/rs m honorem Chriſti tu1; Ft mittas S.Spiritum ſuper hoc ſacrifict- 
um teftem paſſions Domini Jeſu, ut oftenaat hunc Panem Cor- 
pus Chriſti 747, gy hunc Calicem Sanguinem Chrifti Tai, ut qus 


exm percipinmnt, oy. See much more to this purpoſe 1n H/hondel,, 


from p. 454, to 467. 
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Secondly, For the mrracubnus imftances by which the Fathers 
uſe to 1lluitrate the change of the Fread into the Boay of Chrilt, 


the miracu- ir. Þlondel p. 315, ſeems to deny the Fathers to have acknow- 


" Duſueſs 5 f 


\ of Panges. 


Jedg'd any mrache at all in the Euchariſt, faying, o# et /e Pere, 
gut dit gue les ſymboles ſoyent changes miracaleuſement? ( which 
1 am attoniſht at, and the rather, when preſently after he faith, 
that Chry/o/tom and others ont con/idere F FEnchariftie comme un 
.objer plein des merveilles,) and then he urgeth Aug. de Trin. 
{. 3. Cc. To. as if that he denied all race in the Eucharilt. I 
Jook'd diligently upon the place; and I found nothing at all there 
advantageous for Mr. F/ondel to this purpole. St. AuStn talls 
into a diſcourſe there, that there are ſeveral things de materia 
corporal;, gue tamen ad aliguid drumitus annuntiandum noſtris ſen- 
fibas admoventur : And theſe, either natural; where, amonglt o- 
thers, he inſtances in Facob's S/one, which he Conſecrated. Or, 
which are made by Men, and theſe, vel aligquangulum manſura, /1- 
cut potnit Serpens ile aneus exaltatus in Fremo ;, vel peratto mint- 
ſtern tranſitara ; ficut u ad hoc fattus, mn accipiendo (acramento 
couſumitur. Then adds he---jed quia hac omnibus nota ſunt quia 
per homies finnt ( as the brazen Serpent and the Bread uſed in 
the Sacrament are things made by Man ) honorem tanquam relt- 
g19/a poſſunt habere, ſtuporem tanquam mira non poſſunt ; he goes 
on, z7ague illa gue per Angehs fiunt, quo 1gnotiora,* eo mirabiliora 
[aunt nobis, fx. All he ſaith then 1s, That the Bread, or brazen 
Serpent, have no wonder 1n the ſubance or matter of them, for 
men make them both. Now who affirms any mzracke in any 
thing that 1s v27/4b/e in the Euchariſt ? The mracle 1s in that 
which 1s 2u07/ible, the preſence of Chriſt's Boay with the /a2ns. 

But could any juſtly argue from hence, That the Cure of the 
Man by lookeng on the Serpentine figure of Braſs was not miracu- 
bus, becauſe St. AuSn ſays, the Braſs or Figure ſhapen by Man 
had nothing miraculous in it, but was known and ordinary ? 

Having Gear's this paſ/age of Mr. Blondels, now to go on : I 
ſay, for thoſe mmracuhus mfances, they endeavour to qualifie 
the matter, 1n ſaying ; 

Ts 'That ſome of them are only accidental mutations, not ſub- 
Flantial ; as, the bringing Yater out of the Rock by «Moſes ; 
Fire from Heaven by Elyah ; Tron made to Swim on the Wa- 
ter by Ehſba, G&x. See Mr. Blondel p. 15y. 
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Or becoming new creatures and members of Chriſt by Re- þ 
generation, ( a compariſon in the Fathers which the #eformed 
inake much uſe of, ſee Z/ond. p. 100.) But it you fhill preſs up- 
on them the miracuhonſnejs of theie mutations, tho acciacnial, they 
antwer ; 

s That ſome of thoſe in/tauces argue another or greater change, & 
than any party will allow of, in the Eucharift, and what proves 
199 much proves nothing. Sec T ay ior Pp. 347-274-258. 

7 That the effc# produced by the inftrumency or upon the 


receipt of the conſecrated Elements in the Eucharilt 1s mracu- Y 
Hons, and no way proportioned to the naw al quulities of them ; as 
alſo the efficacy of the water of Baptiim, and the real murarion 
which 1t cauſerh in the ſoul, 1s ſupernatural. 

v "And laſtly, that ſore of the ſame mraculoas mutations are 


applied ro Baptiſm. ( for which chiefly a paſſage in Ambroſe de 
Sacram. 2. 1. 3.c.1s quoted, ) and other ſacramentzals or rituals of 
the Church : which Sacrazzentals the Fathers allo illuſtrate by 


the change made in the Eucharilt, and affirm ſuch change to be 1n 
the one as in the other. See for this loud. p. 165. 316. Ion. 9c. 


Tail. p. 276. See Catoin [nFtit. 4.1.17.0.14-s Patres hic guogue (1e. 

in Baptiſm ) mirificam converſionem ſtatuunt, cum dicunt ex corrup- 
tibili elemento fieri ſpirituale anime lavacrum. See Daille's firil 
Reply to Chaumont p. 30. &#c. 

© Add to Zheſe that 1t may be ſaid, that the ſecond Opinion, g 
1n affirming the Sub/tantial Preſence of Ciriſt's Body to every 
worthy recerver, athrms a moſt mzraculous eftect in the Euchariſt, 

( tho this not having any reference to the /zzns,) and therefore 
ſcems to concur with thele Ze/t;onzes of the Fathers, as profe{- 
ling in the Euchariſt a work of God's Cmmipotency. 


x- As to the 7hird, that of the Fathers uſing and offering , 
the ZuchariF# before communicating as a Sacrifice &c. 1 do not re- $, XXTIT. 
member that Dr. 7azfor takes much notice of it, but Mr.#londel Cyncernins 
ſaith + c. 9. prop. that they ce/ebrazed or offered it only as a me- , Sacrifice. 
morial, image, repreſentation, antitype of the Sacrifice upon the Croſs 
and then heaps up many teſttnonmes, where the Fathers call it 
by theſe and the hke names. 


To the 4th, Adoration of Chrift in the Sucrament, and that 6 wyry 
before communicating, (which ſeems to pinch cloſer than any of ©, : 
the reſt,) I ind them to ſay Little or nothing with any cloſe ap- 
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plication to the Ze/f7monzes brought out of the ancients. 

I. In general they ſay ; Chriff may be worſhipped when we 
receive the Fucharist or Symbols of his oay, ( tor which praftice 
Daille (in the Reply to Chanmont ) quotes and allows of the Church 
of Frgland,) but Chri$t as ſitting at the right hand of God in Hea- 
ven, not as 1n his body there preſent. See Calum, de Chriſtiang 
pacificationts rat:0ne p. 5c. Fateor certe Chriſtum, ubicungue /imus, 
efſe adorandum, in cana vero cum ſe nobis fruendum offerat, rite ali- 
ter recipi neguit, quam /i adoretur. Sed hoc queritur, ſurſumne an 
deorſum veſpiciat noftra adoratio? Qunm in celeſti gloria reſideat 
Chriſtus, quiſquis alto je convertit ejus adorandi cauſa, ab ipſo aiſce- 
dit. And /uſtit. 4.1. 17.c. 37. $. {nu cana adoratro ea et legitima, 
gue non in ſig reſidet, fed ad Chriſtum in celo ſedentem airigitur. 

 Tothe ſame purpoſe writes, Dr. Tayhr p. 343. and quotes St. 
Azuftin as {peaking of ſuchAdoration.) So Dr. Hammond in his 
Treatiſe of /do/arry, 67. s. Our Chuytch avores Chriſt in the Sa- 
« crament, ( as 1t {1gnifies ang&#10%, 1 avhich certainly Chrilt 1s) 
< not Chrilt's &2dy locally prefent xnder the ſhape of the Elements, 
Thus he. But this worſhipping of Chriſt in the Sacrament, as it 
ſignifies an a&7on, in the end of the SeFron 1s explained to be 
only this : That we in that time and place, when and where he 7s 
eminently repreſented by the Prieſt, and offered to Cod for us (1.6. re- 
repreſentatively, ) do worſhip him, ( 7.6. as being according to his. 
humane nature only 1n heaven. See 66. s. ) 

Bur I find ſome expreſſions in ſome of them, when ſhaping an- 
{wers: to the Fathers, ( tho I do not. well underſtand them, there-. 
tore I ſhall fet you down their own words, ) as 1f they did allow 
of ſomething more, namely of adormg Chriſt as ſomeway there pre- 
ſent ; preſent both to the wworrthy recerver, and. to the Myſteries or 


Symbols. Of which Dr. Taylor thus.in anſwer to that ſaying of 


Ambroſe, | Adorare ſcabellum =, Per Scabellim terra mteMigitur, 
er terram caro Chriſti, quam hodie quogue in 'myſterns (1.e. the 
Frocharift OT Symboh arvordrong & nf Ali mM Domino 
Feſu adorarunt , | © We worſhip &c. ( fairh the DoQor,) for we 
<« receive the mylteries as repreſenting and exhibiting to our ſoul 
*« the fleſhand blood of Chriſt. So that we worſhip 1t | he means 
* 7he body or the fleſh of Chriſt | in_the ſumption and venerable u- 
« {ages of the ſigns of his Body : but we give no dzyme honeur 
to the ligns. And thus Daz/te ( 2d. Reply to Chaumont p. 29.) 
:nan{wer to the places of the Farhers : it y a une enorme diffe- 
rence entre | adorer le Sacrament | o& | adorer Feſus Chriſt au 5a- 
crement., 
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crament, ou es myſteres | Le ſecond ſignifie ou Adorer Jeſus Chriſt, 
en communiant a ſon Sacrement (ce gue nous faiſons woloutiers, 
pinſgue nous le crozons Dieu ) ou Adorer Feſus Chriſt, qui eſt pre- 
ſent an Sacrement, ascayoir par fot dans le coeur des communi- 
ans; & en myltere dans les fignes, come /a choſe {ienifice eſt 
preſente en celle qui la ignifie. Les Peres ne aiſent gy ne fout gue te 
ſecond; gy ceux de Rome commandent ty pratiquent be premier. 

And thus Rivet ( Annot. & Animaay. p. 92.) in anſwer to the 
ſame Father : ---Propriam adorationem deberi vero Chriſti corport, 
guod nobis eſt nunc ven]a» oy ſola mente percipiendum, nemo pins ne- 
gabit. So 1n Biſhop Andrews Reſp. ad Bellarm. Apolog. 8. c. ] 
find in Anſwer to the Fathers ſayings urged by the Cardinal, 
this: ---Recipe Chriftum in Euchariftia vere praſentem, vere fy a- 
dorandum ſtatuit : rem ſc. Sacrament! ; at non Sacrameutum ; ter- 
renam ſc. partem, ( ut Irenxus,') vi/thrlem, ( ut Augultinus.) --Aos 
vero ty m myſteriis carnem Chriſti adoramus cum Ambroſio ; gy ( non 
za, ſed) eum, gui ſuper altare colitur. Nazianzen's ſaying: --MVec 
carnem manducamus, guin adoremas prius, cum Auguſtino. Et Sa- 
cramentum tamen uulli adoramus. But here I am left in the dark, 
whether Chriſt may be aabred as corporally preſent with the Sym- 
bols (the res vi/eb:4s) and that before communicating. See what 
he ſaith concerning this Preſence, 1n what 1s quoted out of his 
firſt cap. before. | 

Laſtly, T wall ſet down what AP. Salazo, and Biſhop Forbes 
ſay, who ſpeak plainly, and I wo in this are allowed by the 
Church of Z#rg/and; 1ince they ſeem here to maintain only her 
opinion of the rea/ preſence of Chrilt's very boay, not to the. /1215, 
but to the. worthy recezver only : tho of Biſhop Forbes his opinion 
ſee more hereafter. Thus therefore they : ſee Forb. de Eu- 
chariſt. 2.1. 2. c. 8. & 9.5. Quod ad adorationem hujus Sacramenti 
attinet - quum qui djgne ſumit S. Symbola, vere gy realiter corpus 
& ſangumem Chriſti in ſe corporaliter ( modo tamen ſpiritual, m:- 
raculoſo, &> mmperceptibth) omnis digne communicans, (is the 
worthy communicant to worſhip, but not the unworthy, becauſe 
Chriſt's body is there preſent to the one, but not to the other? ) 
adorare poteſt gy debet corpus Chriſti quod recipit ; now quod lateat 
corporaliter in pane, aut ſub pane, aut ſub ſpeciebus fy accidentibus 
panis; fed guod quando digne ſumitur panis ſacramentalts, tunc et:- 
am ſumitur cum pane Chriſti corpus reale, ili communicationt real:- 


ter praſens; ut mquit Archiep. Spalat. Repub. Eccl. 7.l.11.c. A- 


e1In: Au Chriſtus in Euchariſtia ſit adorandus, Proteſtantes ſanio- 


os! 
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res non dubitant ; im ſumptione enim Euchariſtie ( ut utar verbis 

* Archiepiſcopi Spalat. ) adoranaus eft Chriſtus vera Latria : ſiquidem 
corpus ejus vivum ty glorioſum, miraculo quodam inexplicabil, digne 
ſumentt praſens adelt ;, by ha adoratio non pani, non vmo, non ſump- 
tioni, non Comeſtiont, non ſigns, ſed pſi Corpori Chrifti immediate 

per ſumptionem Euchariſtiz exhivito debetur gy perficitur. | Here 
theſe ſeem to allow an Adoration of Chriſt, as preſent in the 
Sumption of the Sacrament ; but not of him betore, as preſent 
with the Symbols. : 


2. Of thoſe of the 74:74 Opinion, who hold Chrif7's Body pre- 
| ſent with the Symbols, yet ſome deny Adoration of this Boay fo 
or lawful ; upon ſuch grounds as are alſo urged n ſub/idirs 
y Cavin and his Followers, namely, becauſe Corpus non jubet ſe 
adorari in Enchariſtia. See Catv. Tnſe. l. 4. c. 17. f.25, 36. An res 
erat nullins moment: Deum bac forma adorare, ut nihil nobis pre- 
 fertberetur ? Cum de vero cultu ageretur, tanta levitate fuerat tentan- 
dum, de quo nullum uſque verbum legebatur ? Qu ſacramentt ad- 
rationem excoeitarunt eam a ſeipſts ſomniarunt, citra ſcripturam; 
ubi nulla illins mentio- oftend; poteſtl. So Rivet. Exam. Animad. 
Grot. ChrifFus nullibt juſfit,, ut enm in- ſacramento adoraremus ;. 
nec legimus Apoſtolos, cum ers exhibitum fuit, accnbitum.mntaſſe in 
adceniculationem. So others ; 2m Fu:hariftiam Chriſtum efje noz 
ut adoretur, ſed ut manducetur: Others, wn efje idem corpus Chriſti 
& Chriftnm. 

But yet ſome of them- grant Aoratron, not of the Sacrament, 
but of Chriſt preſent with: it, lawful 7 uſu Cen ; or at ſuch time 
as they grant him to be preſent with the ſymboles. And ſome of 
the Cafumiſts objeR againit the Zutherans, That the lawfulneſs 
of Adoration 1s a neceſſary Conſequent upon their Tenent of 
Chrilt's preſence with the ſymbols ; lee de-Pace Eel. feut. Mort 
p. Io. And note here, that whereas the Lutherans generally 
are ſaid to renounce Adoration ; 'tis meant, not of the renoun- 
cing of the Worſhp of Chriſt in the Sacrament, which fome allow, 
but of the Worſhip of the Sacrament. 

3. All generally acknowledg, That the conſecrated Symbols 116 
to be uſed with Reverence and Reſpect, as Holy things. There. _, - 
tore Rivet ſaith of the Fathers, and” of fome Lutherans, Annor 
> Anmady. p. 92. Yoluerunt (quod & de T heodoreto ſentiendum ) 
ad ſacra figna percipienda, cum reverentia eſe arcedendum, propre s 
Dei potentian, 

4 Laſtly, 


A Diſcourſe onthe EUCHARIST, 


4. Laſtly, They all contend, That the Symbols may not be 
Worthip'd for Chri/t ; or, as being Chrift ; or, with the Worſhip 
aue ro Chris? : And 1t they be, That it is /dolatry, 7.e. Worlhip- 
ing a Creature for the Creator : Which Worſhip of the Symbols 
for Chrif?, they obje&t to the Church of Rome. And this 1s all 
that I can find ſaid by them concerning the ancient prattile of 
Adoration : The fourth thing we Confider'd. 


Now ( as I ſaid) theſe their ,4:/wers to the former points ſeem 
to me ( at Jeaſt the molt part of them ) very anſeticſt&ory ; and 
1t you pleaſe to review them, as 1] have plac'd the Letters, to 
avoid Repetition, I ſhall as briefly as 1 can propoſe to you my 
Reaſons. 
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To that then which 1s fad in their Anſwer to the fir? Ar- Fix theſe 
gument | from the Letter « to £ | it may be Reply'd : Thar taking Replies. 


lome other zFance by which 1s ſiguified only a repreſentation 
or ſimilitude; as this Propoſition, when the Apollle faith 1 Cor. 0. 
7 he Rock is Chrift : If any one, to cxplain only this fimihtude 
or repreſentation, ſhould make ſuch expreflions as the Fathers 
uſe concerning | This is my Body; | as | Chrift was made of the 
Rock | or | The Rock was chang'd into ChriFt, &xc. | they would be 
Judg'd very 1mproper and abſurd. That, that Party will not ad- 
mit of ſuch interpretations of the Fathers meaning ( ſo ſeeming 
contTary to this expreſſion) in other places quoted by them a- 
gainft the Romani/ts Reply to their Anfwck to the firſt Argument 
out of the Fathers, as namely, in that of S.. 447i quoted hereafter. 
Non hoc corpus quod videtis, yc. Where, it being an{wer'd,. that 
{ on hoe | was excluſive to the g#a/:7ies then — It, 
not to the ſub/tance; Daille ( 1n his ſecond Reply to Chanmont 
P- 4F- ) faith, coef? nous tenir pour des Enfans que? de nous voulon 
payer de telles desfaits. 

But eſpecially ſuch interpretations ſeem more unreaſonable 
from any of the /econd Opinion, who hold the /ub/tantial Body 
of our Saviour (not altogether abſent in the Euchariſt, but ) 


molt certainly preſent, tho by.a miraculus and ineffable manner, | 


to the worthy Receiver ; and therefore hold alſo a poſſibility of 
its being preſent with the Symbols ; and yet will force theſe plain 
expreſlions of the Fathers, that de fadro it 1s 1o, to another 
ſenſe, 


K But, 


7o a, 
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But ( of whatever conſtruftions theſe Speeches may be thought 
capable) I think the mrraculouſneſs of the — of the Zle- 
ments alledg'd by them, and the Aworation of Chrift, as being with 
the Signs, before Communicating, practis'd ( of which more by 
and by ) will put the meaning of thoſe phrafes of the .4:c:ents 
out of doubt. | 

In Anſwer to what 1s ſaid from { 8] ( meaning of thoſe phraſes 
of the Ancients) to| $] as a neceſlary reaſon of ſuch z#terpreta- 
tions, I muſt 1ntreat you to read over again what I have writ- 
ten in the ſecond 0h; ervation, p. 6, 7, 8, x. Where I have 
ſhew'd, what httle reaſon thoſe of the ſecond Opinion, who hold 
a real preſence, have to move ſuch an Objeaton, p. 8. But ſe- 
condly, I think there 1t 1s ſufficiently clear'd alſo, that the ex- 
preſſions of the Sy2bols, being a /121, image, type, figure, gyc. of 
the Bogy, as then preſent with them ; or of the Symbols or Body 
it ſelf then Sacramentally preſent, being a type, figure, gx. of the 


- Body as 1t once ſuffer d on the Croſs, do well confilt with the [ub- 


ſtantial preſence of Chriſt's Boay in the Sacrament, with the Sym- 
bols ; and with the miraculous and as agar vr mutation ( which 
1s afirm'd by the Fathers) of thoſe Symbols in part into that 
very Body. In part, I ſay; for a total change, of all that is vi 
Hble or ſenſible of the Z/-ments into the Body of Chrift, none 
afirm ; but that after Conſecration {txll a /zzn remains diſtin& 
from the thing ſignified. For this 1s willingly yeilded, that what 
1s chang'd into the Bogy can be ſaid no longer a /zn or ſymbol 
of it. But yet, ſuppoling a Zo7a/ change, two other Propoſitions 
may 1h1l be true : 

1. That thoſe {ymbols, after Conſecration or that change, are 
fizmes, xc. of Chrilt's Body. 

2. "That after Confſecration , that body into which they are 
chanzd, in that manner 1n which 1t 1s there exiſtent, 1s a fi- 
gre, (xc. of it ſelf, as after another manner once exiſtent upon 
the Croſs. Hence, take any of thoſe Fathers who ule the high- 
elt expreſſions concerning this 9z#74710n, as, Ambroſe, Chryſoftom, 
Greg. Nyfjen, gyc. yet do they as familiarly uſe the words alſo 
of et, arrament, figure, x. in ſome of thoſe ſenſes above, as. 
any other. 

| Now ſince both theſe; That of the Elements being chang'd 
into Chriſt's Body, and that of their rematning /igns, as properly 
underſtood, are no way incompatible : The excule of ans ſome 


violence upon the one phraſe, namely that of mutation ( which 
| Mr. 
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Mr. Blondel confeſſeth p. 155, in appearance ples favorable .a Þ op1- 
won de Rome) to accord it with the o7her, namely that of zype 


and figure, Gc. 1s taken away. For to be figure or fin, 1n reſpe&t 
of what remains unchang'd, whether it .be the Tabfexce of os 


Elements, or only their properzzes or ſpecies, well confiſts with a 


true change of the re? 1nto Chriſt's Yoop, it the ſpeczes only re- 
main ; or with a miraculous change of Chrilt's Body to be join'd 
with, or contain'd in, the Elements, 1f the ſu#/tance of them {till 
remain. But ſuch a 1mzracu/ons change into Chriſt's Foay no way 
conſiſts with the Z/ements being only a Sacrament or /12n there- 
of, without any rea/preſence with them of that. Zody into which 
they are {aid by Onmiporency to be chang'd. For now where 15s 


there any ſuch mrracle ſhew'd about the Symbols? Where any 


miſtake or mis-information ot the /ex/e beholding them? And 
it any contend, that they are call'd fizares, gc. in ſome Texts 
of tae Fathers, with excluſion to the preſence of Chriſt's Body ; 
Reſp. Tis with excluſion not to any rea/ preſence of this Boay, 
(as the ſecond Opinion will grant, who affirm it really preſent 
to the worthy Receiver,) nor to any real preſence with the ſym- 
bols ;, but only to ſome manner of the preſence thereof ; namely, 
as /t was when Crucified. 

That this 4ſwer may ſeem the more warrantable, I refer 
you to Dr. Taylor, p. 20. who there us'd it in another matter. 
This of the Father's Language : But the next Ages after the Fa- 
thers { the Seventh and Eighth Age ) proceeded contrary to the 
Reformed, in their judgment of the ſence of Antiquity ; rejefting 
the words of Figure and [mage (as oppos'd to a real oreſence,) 
and abetting the mrraculous change. See AnaFtaſius, Damaſcen, 
the Second /Vicene Council in the Eaſt, that of Francfort in the 
Weſt, following the former expreſſions of Nice, as quoted in 
Blhndael, p. 365. Tho I ra x they deny'd not, Figure, and 


 Tmage, and real Preſence, taken in ſeveral reſpe&s well to con- 


{iſt rogether. - And 1ndeed, ſuppoſing that the Fathers were alt 
of one mind in this obſcure »y/tery, and that they held all what 
the third or fourth Opinion pretends they did; yet ſo many 1e- 
veral things conſider'd 1n the Sacrament | Crit Paſſion, or his 
Body as 6n the Croſs, commemorated ; Chriſt's Boay, as preſent 
with the Signs, offer d as a Socrifice to the Father ; and then fed 
upon by the Communicants : The Symbols mean-while only viſible, 
and nothing beſides; uſed in this facred ation as Signs, Figures, 
and Similitudes, not only of cory Boay as preſent im one "——_ 
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but of I1t not preſent in another, (namely, as 1t convers'd in the 
World, and f{ufter'd for us) ; theſe Symbols Offer'd lizewiſe, and 
Eaten, as well as the Boay | muſt needs produce diverſity of Ex- 
preſſions ; now looking one way, now anozher, according to the 
thmg to which they relate ; the- like variety to whieh I know 
not whethcr any other ſubjc& in the world 1s capable of. 

Io that place of Tertu/lian, Figura corports (according to what 
is 1ſa1d before, and in Os/. 2. ) argues not, that Ter/uflian held 
not 4erum cps to be together with parrs, the Figure, Which 
ſeems to be his opinion, by his ſaytng before | fec:? panem cor- 
pus ſuum |; which pans was in the Old 'Teftament ( tho 7hzs 
much oppos'd by Marcion, who deny'd the Old Teſtament, and 
all the zypes and relations thereot to the New } allo ( as Tertul. 
lian ſhews preſently after this) a Fzgure of Chriſt's Foay ; and by 
that phraſe after | nor capit figuram |, and by his expreſlions ele- 
where concerning it, That, ad uxorem 1.2.c.5. Non ſcier Maritns 
guid ſecreto, (7. e. the Euchariſt ) aute omnem cibum guſtes? oy [# 
feiverit, panem, non illum, credit, eſſe, qui dicitar. | If this be an 
allertion, and not ( as Funns thinks 1t 1s) an interrogation ra- 
ther, referring to /nfanticidium Apol. c. 7. | And that de Zabl. c, 7. 
Semel Fud:ei Chriſto manus intulcrunt, ſti quotidze corpus ejus laceſ- 
fant; ſpeaking of the Euchariſt. And that adv. Marcion. I. 1.c.14. 
Alt tle guidem ( 7. e. Chriſtus) nce aquam repfobavit Creatoris,g9c. 
-=-HeC panem, guo ipſum corpus ſuum reprafentat, (1.6. praſentem 
reddit, if we may 1nterpret it by the ſame ſenſe of the word 117 
L 4. c. 22. Ttague jam reprefentans erm, 1. e. Deus Chriſlum) Hic 
elt Filius meus ; 47/948 ſubauditur, quem repromiſt repraſentans, 
(2. e. Praſentans ). 

70.y |. How the ſame mm ſome ſen'e may be ſaid, to be /ke or 
anlike it lelt, fee before. But, there being two things in the Sa- 
crament; and ſpwethine remaining after Confecration, which 15. 
not the FYody of Chriſt, but the Symbol thereof, &x. None lay, 
that Chrilt's Body in the Eucharilt 1s the mage, or /ign, figure, 
or /tm:l:tude of 1t ſelf, as tn the Encharilt: Burt either, that-the 
SI 1mbols are fr2ns, fignrcs, Oy. of the Body; or, the PYoay, as ut 
the Eucharift, a fare, &c. of the ſame Body as Crucihied. 

To | 4 |] thatS. Auffin held a real preſence off Christ's body 718 
the Euchat $f, thoſe of the ſecond opinion I think will not deny. 
That he held this its preſence in the Euchariſt to. be with the 
ſymbols allo before communicating, I think 1s clear from his other 
Jayings. quoted p. 33, 3. The words, immediately before wy 
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here. quoted, are, Nonne ſemel mmulatus et Chriſtus n ſeipfo, wy 
tamen itt Sacramento omni die ney nnmolatur, nec ubigque menti- 


Zur qui interrogatus, eum reſponderit immolari. Si enim Sacramens- 
ta & From this it ſeems plain, that St. Auſtin ſpeaks of the 
Euchartf}, as ſignifying Chriit's 792m0/a7708 on the Croſs, and 1{o 


tis rightly ſaid, not properly, but ſecundum quendam modum, or 
gnodammodo, the Body of Chriſt as the Body was in that manner 
exiſtent. And thus  Paſchaſins anſwered this place aboye 300: 


years . ago. 


But 1t 1s capable alſo of another anſwer, ( and ſo 'ſome other 
places like it, ) That by Sacramentum S. Auſtin (there) means 


the /ymbols : That corpus Chriſti may be pred:cated guodammods 
of the /izn thereof, ( whether 1t be the ſub/tance or only the ſpe- 
ctes of the bread, ) namely, aſter ſuch a manner as the Con{ſuh- 


{tantialifts ſay, ZZic pants ef? corpus menm. And thus Aferus 


anſwered this place againſt Perengarins, before any Council had 
decreed 7 ranſubſtantiation. Laitly, S. AnFtin inftanceth in PBap- 
tiſm; that the Apoſtle faith 1n it, conſepultz ſarmns, becauſe 
HBaptiſmus ſepultaram ſienificabat : but none may lawfully con- 
clude from hence, that S. .,41/tin held Baptiſm only to {ignifie 


grace, and not to confer 1t ; neither therefore may he, that the- 


Sacrament of the Euchariſt only ſignified Chriſt's Poop. 

 To[T} x. The place in P/ahn 98. Since S. AuStin fpeaks 
here of ea7zmg 1t; all thoſe who hold the worzhy receiver to par- 
take and eat that very ſubFtantial body which ſuffered for them up- 


on the croſs, can make no uſe of this place. Now tor this F wuſt' 
remember you again of Cahvir's expreſlion : ---Negne enim mor- 


71s ſug tantum beneficrum nobts offert Chritns, ſed corpus ipſum in 
guo paſſus ef. And ſee what Dr. Tathr ſaith p: 20. 2. Note, 
that S. Auftm elſewhere ( as in P/abn. 33. upon thole words, Ac- 
cedite ad enm & illuminemm1t ;, and contra Fauſtum 12.7. 20. c. ) 
faith as plainly the — to this: Fader de cruci- 
fixo tenebrati ſunt, nos manducando Gy» bibendo crucifixum 11111mi- 
namur. ---&t nanc brbimus gaod de Chrift: latere manavit. 2. In 
the very ſame 98. Pfal. are. thoſe words quoted before. A'10 
autem carnem illum manducat nift prias adoraverit, which ſhews 
either Chrift's very fleſh in the Encharift, or adoration. of ano- 
ther creature for the fleſh of Chriſt. 4: TI ſee no reaſon why 
that old anſwer may not paſs, given long ſince. againſt Ferer. 
garius, quoting this place, Von zdem corpus, (1.e.) 1m propria [ua 
#pecte, accompanied with the natural qualities of fleſh and blood ; 
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Non in ſpecie mortali & wiſibilt, ut aderat tunc praſens diſcipults 
ſais, ſed alio mods impaſſibiliter &y inoiſabiliter fe habens. Neither 
dothDaz/k's Reply. (in his 24. antwer to Chaumont p.4Fy.) move me, 
<« | that when carn 2s firſt ſown, and cared, and threſhed, and. {o 
« &round, and mqulded 1mo bread, we may with the ſame reaſon 
& maintain , that the cater of this bread eats not the fame corn 
<« that was threſhed gyc, becaule its now changed 1n 1ts qua/zzzes, | 
becaule this alteration about our Saviour's hoay, as it 1s anvi/tble, 
znpaſſible, &c 1n the Euchariſt, 1s much more ſtrange than that 


he 1nſtanceth in. But that all ſach expreſ/rons, as we make this 


to be, are not zmproper, lee the Apoſtles 1 Cor. 15.37. 7 hou ſoweFt 
20t that boay that ſhall be, 2.e. with ſuch and ſuch qualities and 
ornaments as it ſhall come up, tho it ſhall be zdem numero corpus 
in the reſurrection ; and ſo fleſh and blood ſhall not inherit the 
kingdom of heaven, tho fleſh otherwiſe qualihed ſhall inherit at : 
for our. Saviour's g/arified body had fleſh and hone. Luk- 24. 39. 
And ſee St. Auftin's diſcourſe upon thele places, Zp. 146. where, 
to reconcile caro poſſidebit, and caro non poſſidebit &c, he 1aith, 
caro ſecundum ſubſtantiam poſhrdebit, caro autem, cum ſecundum 
corruptionem inte/ligitur, non poſſidebit. And ſo for the wheat ſown : 
Neu guoed triticum, laith he, non erit ex tritico; ſed quod nemg 
Jemmat herbam, ſtipulam, (5c, cum quibus ifta ſemima exurgunt. 

5. Laith, the ſame Po are found in other Fathers, whoſe 
opinion perhaps 1s more clear than S. AuS7ns, that the ſame bo- 
ay that was crucified 1s 1n the Sacrament received : as 1n S.Am- 
broſe comment zu Zac. 18. urged by Daille 2d. Rep. to Chaum. 


P- 33T. and in S. FZierom. mm Epheſ. 1. cap. where he thus on 7. 


verſe. Duplicater vero ſanguts Chrifti g& caro mtelljgitur : Spirt- 
tualts illa atque divina, de qua ipſe dixit, Caro mea vere et cibus, 
& ſanguis meas vere ef potus: ty niſi manducaueritis carnem me- 
am, Oy ſanguinem biberitis, non babebitis vitam aternam ; vel caro 
© ſanguts, gue crucifixa et, oy gui militis effuſus et lancea. Juxta 
hanc drouiſtonem, ty in ſanttis. ejus diverſitas ſanguinis oy carnis ac- 
ciputur ; ut alia /it caro, qua viſura et ſalutare Dei, alia caro 
Janguis, gue regnum Dei non queant poſſidere. But here he means 
[ _y in quality only, as 1s ſhewed before. This diſtinQion of 
Chriſt's feſh in S. Fierom Dr. Taihr qualifies thus, p. 10. That 
Hoay which was crucified. is not that Hoay which 25 eaten im the 
Sacrament, 1t the intention of the Propy/ition be, to ſpeak of the 
cating tin the ſame mauner of being. But'| that body which was 
crucified ts the ſame we do eat | if the intention be, to oo 
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the ſame thing in ſeveral manners of being and operating ; the 
ſame anſwer the Dodfor gives here I conceive fits this place of 
S. Auftin. To the place ( de dvd. Chriftiana) flagitium or facinus 
can appear only in the Capernaztan concett of cating it (as I men- 
tioned but now in the antwer given. to' the laſt mos urged by 
Berengarius ) in propriaſua ſpecie as accompanied ge. ſee p. 

Therefore the Father meaneth only that zhe text wwas not ſo to be 
underſtood. But ſuppoſing that 1t ts indeed Chriſt's very body we 
receive m the Euchari#, yet what flagitinm , what horror, can 
any apprehend in 1t, as he receives 1t after another manner of 
being, impaſſibiliter, inviſibiliter ſe habens, under the viſible ſpecies 
only of bread and wine? As for that the Father faith afterward, 


that the locution 1s fignraza, and inculcates only a memcrial of 


the Paſſion &c. it is very true, tho Chrilt's very Body that ſuffered 
12 the Croſs be granted to be preſent alfo in the ZachariF? ; becauſe 
it is 1:0t 1n the [ae manner preſent, and 1n its Eachari/tical pre. 
ſence relates to the other : tor which ſee what 1s faid (that T may 
nat often repeat the {ame things } before, in the 24. Obſervation. 


P. _ == and below | of the ſacrifice of the Enchariit being a 
repreſentative or commemoratroe 7n reſpeet of that of the Croſs | p. 


| yet in this-place S. Auſtin ſeems to ſpeak, not of the man- 
ducation of Chriit's bogy made more particularly un the Zucha- 
rift, but extreſacramental and in general ; as by faith 1t may, and 
is to be done at all times by us in a {pirizual manner ; and as our 
Saviour's auditors might have eaten 77 at that very time, when 
he made this Sermon to them. Therefore 1t 1s worth the mark- 
ing that what in ſome verſes of this Chapter he expreſleth by 
feeding, in others he pramiſcuoully denoteth by 4e/zevzng, on him. 
See Jo. 6. 35,40,47,64, compared with 50,53,545"7- 

To theſe places that follow quoted out of S. .Ambrefe, T anſwer. 
to the jir/t. That there are two ways to underſtand /am2/i7udo. 
fſanguinis or.cruoris ;, either f:militudo, neon Cruor ( Or veritas cru. 
ris ) or funulitude, non ſpecies ( or exterior apparentia cruoris.), lelt 
there ſhould ſo arzte ſome horror fromit. Now that the Father 
oppoſeth not the /zmz/:740 to exclude crwor or veritatem Crnorts, 
his afſertion before puts out of doubt, umnum g agua fit ſunznts 
Chriſti, and ſanguis not 1n figura.or ſacramento, but werus [angus ; 
as appears 1n the Jatter place quoted. Which aflertion occaft- 
ens the objection. - His meaning therefore is, Bihimmns. femilitud- 
wem &c, ne fit horror , ſed ſub qua ſimilitudme continetur , licet 


#01 videarur, veritas. "Þ'o the 24. place, vere nature gratia tf un - 
| o HS: 
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#15 may be underſtood either virius & gratia ſanguinis, either ff. 
mnl cam natura ſangumis or fine natura ſaneuims. But if it be 
zaken this latter way, then the Father after ſuch high expreſs. 
45 will be made to aflert 1n earneſt no more than a Zuinghan, 
2nd this interpretation will never conſiſt with what goes before, 
| vera cars ( veritas ſangumis ſicut verus Filins gy ſermo Chriſti 
enutans generalia Inſtituta nature, | upon which an objeQion 
being raiſed |-non w2deo ſanguim:s veritarem, therefore there ſeems 
to be there in the Cup no ſuch thing, | he that makes the Fa- _ 
ther to deny, under /im1/:7udo, veritatem ſanguinis, makes him in 
His anſwer to grant the objection, and reverſe his former poſi- 
T10NS. | 
To \n ] I will firſt ſet you down for an a/ay ' ſome other 
places 1n S. Auſtzn, expreſſing carnem gy ſanguinem Domini to be 
received by the unworthy: and then you wlll better digeſt the | 
common an{wer to theſe places. Contra Donatiftas 5.1. 8.c. To 
1/luſtrate ( againſt them ) that ---/s nullo modo facit, ut Baptiſmus 
houus non ſit, aut ut emnino HBaptiſmus non /it, 'quiſquis eo ſtove 
guia in hareſt, ſtve quia in peſſumis moribus vivit, nou legitime utitur, 
he brings 1n a /imzle from the Euchariſt. /ndigne guiſgue ſumens 
Dominicum Sacramentum nou efficit, ut quia ipſe-malus eſt, malum 
fit ; aut, quia non ad ja/utem accipit nihil acceperit. Corpus enim Do- 
mini ty ſangurs Domini nihilommns erat etiam”"i/lts, quibus: dicebat 
Apoſtolus ; Qui manaucat indigne, judicium fibi manducat gy bibit. 
Ju «Matt. 11. Sermon upon thole words, [27 blaſphemaverit in 
Spiritum ſanttum, non habebit remiſſionem in eternum, | to 11- 
Iuitrate Chri/tum non mtendiſ/e omnem ſed quendam blaſphemantis 
74 Sp. S. reatum, he brings that ſaying Jo. 6. Qu manducat meam 
caruem &C. 1n me manet. Upon which, Nunguzid ( 1laith he ). etzam 
i/hos hic poterimus accipere, de quibus dicit Apoftolus, quod judicinm 
febt manaduceut fy bibant, cum 1plam carnem mandaucent, oy 1pſum 
Jangumem bibaut ? &C. ---Sed profecto eff quidam modus mandu- 
cand! illam. carnem &c. . quomodo Tui manducaverit im Chriſto ma- 
net : ---quem modum utigue ipſe Chriſlus videbat, quando ifta dt- 
cebat. Sic igitur ty in eo quod ait, Qui blaſphemaverit--- 162. Epiſt. 
againſt the Donatiſts ; Tiras iþſe Domimus FJudam : ſmit atcipere 
mnter muecentes aiſcipulos, quod fideles noverunt, pretium neftrum. 
£.163. Traditoremſuum, gui jam pretium ejus acceperat, nſque ad 
ultimum pacts ofculum mter innocentes ſecum eſſe perpeſſus eft. Lait- 
Iv, fee thoſe quotations p.T o,1 1,and eſpecially that, where he ſaith, 
&rutes terra (1.6 ſuperbes ) accipere de corpore & ſangume Chriltt, 

adorare, i 


rcomntines;.. . 
,” 


» 
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&dorare, manducare, &c and this| awderare ] 1s ſuch, as he allows 
to no ( other | creature, as you may ſee in his diſcourſe upon 
adorate ſcabellumn : which adoration alſo being before manduca- 
r10n, it ſufficiently inferreth S. Au5tin's belict of the preſence 
of Chrilt's body with the ſymbols before communicated. 

This qualification premiſed ; the common diſtinion in anſwer 

(which was given of 01d, before any Conciliary decree concerning 
1 ranſubſtantiation, and allo is fet down in Conc. Tr1d. 13. Sefs.8.c.) ts 
this. Quoſdam accipere Christt corpus Sacramentaliter tantum, as the 
unworthy recervers ; yet in which Sacramental ſumptiqn 1s the 
true body of Chrilt, tho not the fruit and cfhcacy, and beneſit there- 
of, as to. them that received , but hurt and judgment; (as the 
lame good nouriſhment 1s received by the lick and healthful 
{tomach, bur as the one is fed, the. other 1s damag'd by it ;) 9uo/- 
aam Spiritualiter tantum, gui voto illum celeſtem panem edentes, 
fide viva (que per dilettionem operatur )) fruftum ejus oy utilita- 
zZem ſentimnt;, quofdam Sacramentaliter ſimul gy Spiritualiter ; as 
the. worthy receivers of it who, by the Sacramental reception, 
as well as Spiritual, partake more the virtue thereof, than the 
only Spiritual receivers, (but of this more anon,) as alſo the 
wicked incur more judgment by their unworthy reception of it, 
than were it only of the bare repreſentative thereof, they thus 
being in a higher manner ze: corporis Chrifti in the Apoltle's ex- 
preſſion 1 Cor. 9. Now S. Auſtin means, nou manducant corpus 
Domini Spiritualiter. 

Bur if 1t ſeem {Ull to ſome S. 4u/tzn's opinion, that the wicked 
do no way at all receive the very hody, but only the ſacrament 
thereof, as underſtood only as repreſenting 1t: Yet I ſee not 
( with ſubmiſſion to better judgments ) that 1t muſt nccellarily 
infer, that he held not Chriſt's 7rue boay's being before preſent 
with the ſymbols, and offered to the wicked, but only 1t, by cea\- 
ing to be there, ( for his boay 1s only. voluntarily preſent, and 
perhaps only 1n ſuch caſes as this may e/mere 161 effe, ficut ante 
conſecrationem 161i non erat, ) not to be received at all by the aw:c&- 
ed, as many hold 1t not. to be devoured together with the conſe- 
crated elements by beaits gc, neither zu ſpecre propria, nor alrena. 


Sec before. And Eftins gives 1t the place of an argument, 4. ſer. 


9. diſtin#. 3. feff. Peccator magts eft Deo abominabilts quam ant- 
anal brutum, multo minus zeitur peccator ſumit Chriſti corpus. 


To anfwer which he holds the opinion contrary to the others ; 


Po 


namely, that 4. bru7is animalibus etiam ſumilur. non ſecundum fro- 


priam 
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priam ſpeciem, ſed ſecundum ſpecies Sacramentakes. 


And ice Dr- F/c/d, Append. to the 3d. book 17, 18. c. quoting 
out ol /Yalden/ts 7 om. 2. de Euchar. 19. c. That many , who aft- 
firmed the bread to be changed into Chriſt's body, yet held, when 
unworthy men came to communicate, the body and blood of Chriſt 
to ceaſe to be preſent; and when a wicked man 1s to recetve it the 
ſub5tances of bread and wine to return x, why might not S. Au- 
fſtin's conceit be the ſame ? 

To|[$ |, befides that two Councils not long after (one in the 
East, another 1n the Ye) oppoſed that of ConFtantinople in 
this matter of the Sacrament, (lee hereafter :) 

1 can fay only this, that $494: as oppoſed to eva mult not be 
taken in ſuch a ſenſe, as that upon conſecration the elements 
are not made d/;num corpus, or adoration not due to it. For 
theſe two things that Council athirms, as well as z7age and corpus 
$4724 Not guorr ; and for this the Council of Mice that followed, 
ſaid of thoſe Fathers of ConFffantinsple, that huc iHlucque ſe ja- 
frantes, inconſtantia fy minime firma omnia ſua dogmata afſerunt. 
But why may not /mage here, and $iow be oppoſed , not to 
the verzzy of Chriſt's body in the Euchariſt after ſome manner, 
but only to its being there as formerly on earth, that 1s, after 2 
natural manner? for 1t 1s not in the Euchariſt gvaxas ; and 
the Eucharilt ſo ( by other Fathers) 1s called only an mage of 
it. And why might not the Council of Ace miſtake the tenſe 
of this Council 1n one point, as well as Mr. Blond: p. 411, 
grants that of Franckfort did nulunderſtand 1t in another? 

To | « ], ſee what is ſaid toſy |. ---To | a] ( which ſeems more 
material than the reſt,) with whach 1] ſhall conſider allo | y | 
their Reply to the 3d Conſideration about Sacrzfice : 

Fir I lay, it there be found ſo much, not only 1n the an- 
cient M7z//als but thoſe now uſed, that makes againft any ſub- 


Fl MENS: by ” . . . 5; k 
{ne Sacrrfice ftautial converſion of the elements into Chrilt's boay ; and 1t the 


of the Fu 
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oftering the Zuchari/t therein as a Sacrifice, is only commemora- 


tive of that upon the Croſs, (in which ſenſe the Reformed alſo 


allow a Sacrifice, ) without involving any ſpecial preſence of 
Chrilt's body with the elements; how comes 1t to _ that on- 
ly the fowr7h opinion retains ſtill the ſame forms ( tor the things 
which are here objeQed ) that were uſed in St. Ambroſe's days ? 
{cr if only uſed in the time of Gregcry the Great, yet then they 
grant there was yet no corruption 1n the doctrine UNE - the 
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Sacrament ) againit whoſe modern tenents theſe formes make ſo 
much, and that all the other 7hree opinions have made new 
formes to themſelves, and rejeQed the 9/4? which they plead are 
ſo favourable unto them? In doing which things Zarher 1s ſaid in 
the beginning of his book de abroganda Miſſa to objett to himſelf; 


Magnum eſt certe tot ſaculorum conſuetudmt, tauta multitudinis 


ſenſui, tantorumgue Authoritati reluttari. ---Tu ſolus ſapis? totne 


errant untverſt! tanta ſacula errauerunt? Again, how can we 
more juſtzfie their reverence to Antiquity than in this thing, that 
they have not taken the boldneſs to correF, or change, or note 
in the daily and Publick Seryice, what makes ſo much againll 
their preſent opinions ? 


Now to come cloſer to the matter, and to ſpeak a little more 
fullv, r. (in anſwer to xy) in what ſenſe the ZuchariFt is now or 
was anciently uſed as a Sacrzfice ; that that which follows may be 
more cleared by it, and that you may ſee whether there may 
be ſo juſt cauſe for that clamor that 1s made againſt it, as 1njuri- 
ous and derogating from the Sacrifice upon tbe Croſs: 

3 Fairft,'T1s confteſs'd,as by the Fathers,ſo by thoſe of the fourth 
Opinion, 'That the Sacrzfice made on the Croſs 1s the only Sacrifice 
that by its own virtue takes away Sins ; and that there 1s no need. 
of any more Sacrifice for Sin; z. e. for making full ſatisfattion, 


| and paying the due debt for Sin; that therefore the Sacrzfice 


cannot, nor need not, to be iterated in this reſpect, for then muſt 
Chriſt often have ſuffer'd, gc. ſee Heb. g. 25, 26, 28. ſeg Heb. 
IO. LC, I2, 14, 18. That therefore the Sacrifice of the Zucha- 
reſt is no uew or ders Sacrifice from that of the Croſs, no ſuple- 
ment or completement of it, but only repreſentative or commemo- 
rative of 27; applying (ſee the manner more explain'd hereafter) 
unto particular men the remiſſion purchas'd thereby, as alſo all 
other fruits and benefits thereof. Which application, as it is fard 


to be obtain'd by Chriſt's preſent mterceſſion now in Heaven, by 


Faith, by Prayer, by the Sacraments, g&yc. (in a ſeveral way) with- 
out any ſuſpition of a d1mmurion or injury done thereby to the 
merits of the Paſſion; lo may it as ſafely be attributed to this 
continual Sacrifice of Chriſtians, the Fuchariſt. For this, ſee Conc. 
Trid. s.22. C.1. Dominum noſtrum in cana noviſſuima Dileta ſponſe 
ſug Eccleſre wiſtbil ( ficut hominum natura exigit ) reliquiſſe ſacri- 
ficium , quo cruentum iltlud ſemel in cruce peragendum repraſenta- 
retur, ejuſque memoria in finem qu ſacalt permaneret, atque - 
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lins ( i.e. of the Sacrifice of the Croſs) ſalutaris virtus m remiſ- 
fronem eorum, gue a nobis quotidie committuntur, peccatorum applt- 
caretur. And lo ch. 2. Cujus oblationis eruenta fruttus per hatc 
uberrime percipiuntur. See Fftims ſent. 4. d.12. $.12, 13. Dum pa- 
tres ſacrificium crucis unicum to /mgulare ſacrificinm Chriſtianorum 
efje dicunt, intellignnt quod propria virtute Deum placat, quale not 
eft ſacrificum miſe, utpote habens vim ſuam omnem ex ſacrificio in 
cruce peratto.---Nam incruenta ſeu myſtica oblatione corports &y {an- 
guinis Chriſt: ( ex doetrina Eccicſtu ) non hoc agitur ut per eam pa 
retur precimum, guo redimantur peccata; ſed ut applicetur pretium 
unico ills crucis facrificio comparatum nuobis ad remiſſunem peccato- 
rum fy ad cetera falutaria dona conſequenda. Quare ſicut unicum 
illud ſacrificinm crucis nou tollit vim baptiſmi & ahorum ſacramens- 
torum guibus renovamar, ſanet:ficamnr, a peccatts purgammur ; imo 
ficut nou derogat efficacie tins ovlationts & orationts, gua adhut 
Chriflus in ce@is continu femeripſum pro nobis. Hitt, & offert pa- 
tri oy continuo pro nobis mtrerpellat ; ita nec tollit meruentan ab 
lationem farrifici miſſe aut guicquid derogat ejuts virtuti.See the like 
{aid in Sel/arm. de Miſa t. primo, c.25. Fatemur ſacrificium crucis 
vim ſempiternam habere ad ſan(:ficandum, iy. atgue inde non efſe 
opus alio ſacrificio cructs, aut ejuſdem ſacrificit crucis repetitione. 
--= Negamus autem made (equi, nou poſſe ſme cructs Chriſti 1njurie 
multiplicari ſacrificia repraſentantia facrificium eracts, oy cjus fru- 
£m nobis applicantia. Nam /t ita f}et---Efficeremus omma facrifi- 
cia teflamenti veteris fuſe peratta in mjuriam crucis Chrifti.---{us 
hoc ejt totns error aduerſarworum, quod ſibi faiſo perſugſerimt, nos ir1- 
bucre mif}e vim remittend; peccata fine utlo orgine ad jacrificium 
cracis, ---Or, gnod Miſſa vim habeat expand} peccata fine Crucis ſas 
erificio,---ſfed ſarrificinm miſſe epplicat fruttum ſacrificit Oracis. SCE 
Dr. Flo/deu de Refol. Fid. Ll. 2. c. 4. Propittatorium quidem eſt hog 
ſacrificinum; fed non eo modo quo ſacrificium crucis; puta mm re- 
dernptionem generis bumani: ſacrijicium enim crucis adeo ſuf- 
ficiens ft fy abundans, ut nec altero, nec hujus iteratione nobts ul- 
latenns opus fit, i ratione redemptions. Ruapropter w1 folins miſe 
facrificu nivil meretur nobrs Chriftus, ſed per lind novis applicantur 
( ficut gy per ſacraments ) fruttus meritorum Chriſti per mmolatio- 
rem ſaam ſanugumeam acgnifiti. Haud 121rur docet nos divina & Ca- 


tholica fides ſanttum hoc ſacrificium milſee, ut diſtiniam ( [i tamen- 


abſolute diftinffum) a ſacrificio cru 15, de fe peccata remittere, gra- 
tiam aagere, juſtificationem afferre, (yc. An autem fit hoc facrifici- 
wy abſolutum an relativum ſolummodo ( nempe commenoral um, 
reprefentatiuum, ſtemficatiuium, ) eſt Theologicarum litigationum ma- 
FE1'14, SCC 
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See -Cafſand. Conſult. de Sar. Corp. &» Sang. Chr. ty de iteratione 
per torum. Some places of which you may find quoted by Biſhop 
Forb. L. 3.C. 1. [. 21. and many of the Like our-of other Authors, 
ſer down 1n that Chapter to which 1 refer you for them. 

Non igitnr hic novum eſt ſacrificium ; nam cyeadem hic eft hoſtia 
gue in cruce oblata fur, (7.c. the Body and Blood of Chritt ) & 
commemoratio im myſterio ſacrificia ulins im cruce perattt, &y con- 
tinuati in celis ſacerdotis oy ſacrificit Chriſti in imagine repreſenta- 
tio ; guo (:facrifico') non efficitur nova propitiatio + renffio pecca- 
torum, ſed ea, que ſemel [uffucienter it cruce fata eſt, nobis quogne 
efficas efje-poſtnlatar. Chrilt making ſuch an Opfering unto the 
lame purpoſes of his Yoay here on the Altar by his Sub/tirutes, 
as 1s by ZZimſelf now 1n Heaven made of the ſame Boay : It be- 
ing vittima perennis gy perpelua gue femel oblata conſumi non po- 
teſt. So de it erart.--1n facra has attiome pro viuis oy mortnts, (5c 
offerri dicitur guando nou ſolum pro 11s oblata commcemorarntr , Ve- 
rum etiam folenn prece pro us omnibus efficax &y falutarts ef/c 
poſtulatur,---- And after, ſacrificrm nom modo Fuchariſticum, [cd 
etiam propitiatorium dict poſſet, non quidem ut efficiens propitialio- 
nem (quad facrificio crucrs proprium eft) fed ut eam jam factam 1m- 
petrans, guomodo Oratio propitiatoria aict poteſt. See Fi. a Santa 
Clara on the XNXXL. Article of the Church of E#xgland, | [acrif5- 
cium Mifje | non eft propitiatorium primo, quia hoc comperit ſacrt- 
ficio in cruce, licet bene per ſe, gy quaſi fecundo per applicationem 
ſaorifica craentt oy per commeniorationem ejus ; adeo ut ratio propr- 
trations originaliter ſa:rificio 1 cruce competat , oy line ſeu illits 
virtute buic. Ut etiam refte notauit Cans in locrs |. 12.C. 12. ubr 
dicit ; Satis effe ut were gy proprie fit ſarrificrum, quod mors ita: 
uunc ad peccati remiſſuonem applicetur ac fi Chriſtus nunc morere-- 
tur ; ubi ra/zonen propitiationis application! mortis Chriſty tribuit. 
Et ad eundem ſeuſum citat Gregor mm | in ſeipſo immortaliter vivens. 
tterum in hoc myſterio moritur : | ors 1g1tar meruenta 1 altar! Uir- 
tute ſuam derivat a morte crucata m cruce---& m hoc ſenſu hac 
facrificium eft mags Gy» exendiar alterius mm crace, unde onmis ſalts: 
radicaliter emanauit. Auſ/a prorfus hic erit diffucultas cum aott19- 
ribas Proteſtantibas, fx. Thus he ; where allo he faith, that in 
the later words ot the Article ( ſuthctently vehement ) /: j65re- 
mmtelligantur nihil agitur contra ſacrificia milſa? im fe, fed coutra 
vulzarem wel vulearam epinionem de ih/ts ; [calicet gutod facerdotes- 
—— offer: ent Chriſtum pro vivis fy defunttis m remiſſtmnemn 
Pena fp crulpa,, adeo (1.0, intuch a manner) at wiriute hujus [as 
63 1187 
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erificts ab is oblatt, independenter a crucis ſacrificio, mererentur 

populo remiſſunem, Ofc. But this vulgata oÞ1nio, as no Church main- 

tains, fo neither can it ( without a high breach of Chriſtian cha- 

rity) on any Church be charg'd. See Champney de Yocat. Minift. 

againſt Maſon, cap. 17. pag. 704, fc. of whom _ delivering 

the common Doctrine af the Roman Church Dr. Fern acknow- 

ledgeth, That he makes wade difference between the Sacrzfice of 

the EuchariF, and that of the Croſs ; and indeed comes to that 

which we allow in the Euchariſt as it is a Sacrament ( ſee his 

#xam. of Champney p. 324.) but yer (p.346.) he grants the Fa- 

thers to have Offter'd the Sacrifice of the Altar ( as they call'd 

it ) which was the repreſentation of Chriſt's Sacrifice, for the 
- Dead, for an Tmpetration 4 all that Mercy, Redemption, and Ghry 

for them, which was yet behind. And (p. 354.) he ſaith, we have 

Chriſt's warrant and appointment----ſacramentally here below to re. 

preſent his own Oblation upon the Croſs, and by it to beg and im- 

pertrate what we or the Church ſtand in need of. Where, in the 

Celebration of the Euchariſt, he plaiuly involves, not only a 

communication of Chriſt's Body and Blood, but alſo a _—_— 

tion of the Sacrifice of the Croſs, and this Impetratory of Bleſſings 

for our Frethren abſent, and not only for our ſehves Communicants. 

---Sec Biſhop Forbes, /. 3. de Enuchariſtia c. 2. ſ. 2,73,4, $.---Mifſam 

- -Sacrificum propitiatorium lano ſenſu aici poſſe , refte affirmant "= 

Romanenſes moderatiores, Non quidem ut effictens propitiationem 

& remiſſionem peccatorum, quod ſacrificio crucis proprmum eſt, ſed 

ut cam jam fattam impetrans---And /. 5. ---omnes + 6 Roma- 

nenſes, quicungue tueantur ſententiam de modo vere oy realis pra- 

fentia corports Chriſti m Euchariſtia, agnoſcunt oblationem ſacrificit 

miſſee mcruentam ab illa una cruenta gue fatfta eſt in cruce, omnem 

fnam vim O& efficaciam haurire proinde ut Sacramenta noui Teſta- 

menti, Which may allo, I conceive, in ſome manner be ſaid of 

the Oblation of Himſclt by our High-Prieſt now in Heaven, Heb. 

8. 3,4, he not paying the price of our Redemption there now, . 

but former] _ the Crols. | | 

See in Plondel c. 4. oy 9. the Teſtimonies of ZEulgins Alex. 
and of Chryfofiom in Heb. Hom. 175. The later (not fully ſet | 


down by him) I will tranſcribe you,---upon Heb.9. 25. Quid ve- XT | 

10? nos enim guotiate offerimus ? offerimus quidem , ſed ejus mor- 

rem revocamus im memoriam ; Oy ipſa una eſt non mult. 2uomodo | 

$:12 eft non multe ? guontam ſemel fuit oblata, illa illata fuit m San- f 

ML. ; IE. Sa » > : | 

era Saucto wn. Hoc eſt figara illins, Cy ipſa illius ; eundem enim _— 
ſemper 
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ſemper offerimus ; non nunc quidem alium ſed ſemper eundem ; 


guamotrem unum eſt ſacrificium.Propter hanc rationem quoniam mul. 
tis in ticts offertur, multine ſunt Chriſti? nequaguam. Sed unus ub;- 
gue Chriſtus, qui &y hic eſt plenus oy illic plenus, unum corpus. Quy- 
modo ergo multis in locis oblatus unum ejt corpus fy nom multy 
corpora, ita etiam unum eſt ſacrificium. Pontifex noſter ile eft gut 
itlam Obtulit hoſtiam que nos munadat. [Ham nunc 7uogue -* wy 
mus gue tunc fuit oblata, qua non poteſt conſumt, hoc fit im recorda- 
tionem ejus guod tunc fatrum et ; hy enim facite mquit in mer 
recordationem : nin aliam hoſtiam, ſicut Pontifex ( 1. e. the Leviti- 
cal High-Prielt) ſed eandem ſemper facimus, vel potins hoſtia ſew 
facrifict facimus recoraationem. | 
2. Yet do they both afhrm the Euchariſt to be a 7rae and 
proper Sacrifice ; ({ee quotations hereafter.) 7» ſo veri//imo oy [1- 
gulari ſacrificio, ſpoken of the Euchariſt by St. Auſtin. True and 
Proper, not as 1t denies, or 15 oppos d to Sacrifice relative to, or 
commemorative or repreſentative of, another Sacrifice ; namely, 


the Sacrifice of the Croſs. For the ſame Sacrifice may be tray: 


ſuch, and yet commemorative. For ſaith FHellarmin, Sacrificia te- 


teris Te eftlamenti fuere commemorationes peſtea futnrt , & tamen' 


fuerunt illa vetera m ſe vere gy proprie ditta Sacrificia, de Miſſa, 1.1. 
C. 15. ſec. guod autem; ( and 1o St. Auſtin in the ſaying quoted 
hereafter, Chri/t:an; jam, &yc.) joins oblatio corporzs Chriſti with cele- 


bratio memorie ſacrificit perafti. And thoſe among the PRomaniſts ; 
who hold it not ſacrificium aliguod abſolutum, but relativam, or 
commemorativum ; yet athirmed to be verum. oy proprium. Sce: 


Forbes I. 3. c. 1. ſ. 12,13, gx. See Mede Diatr. on Mal. Its one 
thing to ſay, 7hat the Lords Supper is a Sacrifice (7 e. a proper 


one,) and another to ſay, Chrift rs properly ſacrificed therein. For 


there may be a Sacrifice which 1s the repreſentation of another, 
and yet a Sacrifice too. And that not in. a mzezaphorical but a 
proper ſenile, ſce#. 5. | 

Again, 7rae and proper ; not as if there were exaaly found in 
it all the properties of, other Sacritices, as the word Srerifie 15 
taken more 1trittly for a Slaughter-Offering ; for the mattiiion or 
occilion of ſome thing that hath lite, whereby ir 1s put to ſome- 
pain and ſuffering. 'To this ſaith Z/tras, ſent. 4. d. 12. |. 12. 
Neon ſequitur Chriſtum non immolari in altar1 quia. nihil patitar. 
tft enim hec immolatio myſtica, &y tahs qualis Chriſto nunc Com- 
petere poteſt, And again, /[. 13. hoc ſenſu ( 1.6. as immolatio- was; 
taken by the Fathers for mat7atzo offerendi cauſa fatta) non vera. 


Jed. 
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fed myſtica tautum- ab iis agnoſoitur immolatio in- altari, quam vs 
cant 1mmmolationem incrueutam. Or, tor the deitruchon and-con- 
ſumption of any thing at all tho inanimate ( about which are 
many curious diſputes touching the conſzmption of the elements 
or of Chritt's Sacrametal being, &c, to make this of the Z#- 
chariſt bear the more reſemblance to: other Sacrifices ,, methinks 
to little purpoſe, ſince in fome thing (2. e. 1n fome mactation ) 
_- they grant a difterence 11 1t from them all, therefore why not 
here alſo ſay, et 7molatio myſtica, &y talis qualis Chrilto nunc 
competere poteſt : See Biſhop Forbes his cenſure of {ſuch con- 
teſts,” 2.4. 1.c. 12.8.) Nor yet 7rue and proper, as 1f it had all 


other properties of that of the Cf befides mactation, or were 


Propitiatory cven in the ſame manner as 1t, as 1s ſhewn bclore ; 
tor, that only, not this, Propria virtute Deum placat. 

Bur 7rae and proper, 1n as much as it, by commemorating, and 
repreſenting again to God that bloody Sacrifice on the Croſs, and of- 
tering to God the very ſame Sacrifice taken pallive, ( 2.e.) the ſame 
body of Chrilt that was once facrificed and flain on the Crols, 
procureth ( by way of 7mperration, as other Sacrifices alſo anc1- 
ently did, not by any new mer7? or fatisfattion ) from God grace, 
and repentance , and remif}ion of /in , (by the merits of the paſſion 
which are then applied to us,) and -0ther blefſmgs Spiritual or 
temporal, to thoſe who come to God cam vero corde oy retta fide,cum 
metu ty reverentia &c: coming ſhort therefore 1n nothing of the 
true and proper Sacrifices of the 01d "Teſtament, but that, as to 
the viſible Symbols, it is an oblation of things 7nanmare; but 
1n this alſo it reſembled of old by the Sacrifice of a perfteQter 
Pricithood, 2. e. of Mekhiſedech, oftered unto God. See Biſhop 
Forbes 3.1. 1.C. 4. feet. Patres magno Corſenſu (gui non elt ſpernen. 
ans) affirmant Melchiſedech panem or vinum non tantum.protuliſſe 
+ exhibuilſe Abrahamo ad alendum exercitum, ſed Deo prunum, 
guem practariſſime vittorie authorem agnoſcebat, uſitato modo ob- 
tulifſe i ys - ac promde g& Chriftum, cujus ite fignra fuit, in 
zuſtitutione Euchariſtic ut Sacerdotem idem cgifſe , 1. e. of Melch:- 
ſedech. Which, that the Fathers generally held to have bin. a true 
and proper Sacrihce, and to have bin by Mekhiſedech offered to 
God ; Sce Biſhop Forbes 3. /. i. c. 4. fe. Patres magno conſenſu 
oc. where alſo 6, 7, ſe&?. he urgeth the concellions of Maſon 
Ae miniſt. Ang. 5. hbro.c. ---and of Biſhop Morton, de Euchar. 6. 
/. 3.c.1.s5. Note that I ſaid, this Sacrzfice procureth or obtaineth 
from God remz?//ton. of fin &c by way of impetration; as alſo 
our Prayers do , not by an immediate conferring of 1t, as it 1s 
1 tie Sacraments. 


For 


- 
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For, as Cafſanaer ſaith, Sacrificium ſpecies elt orationts, guare 
920n inepte &c. p. 199. #t hoc modo ſacrijicare, et preces & gra- 
tiarum actiones ad mmpetrandam virtutem illins perennts time 
Propo/ite ( 1. e. on the Altar) Deo Patri offerre. p. 198. And p. 
208. Fic offertur 1m imagine oy myſterio; cum externs precibus 
O& interna fide , fy devotione, Saceraos hoſtiam illam unicam nomine 
rotins Ficleſte Deo Patri /itit, oy per eam---Sacrificium hoc latats, 
& fider fy devotionis gratum oy acceptum eſſe poſtulat. 

3: And fo Bellarm. de Miſſa 2.1.4.c. Sacrificrum proprie orantis 
ſupplicantis eft, oy #d oratinem juvandam adhibetur. ---Again, 
Sacrificium, guod ct quedam oratio (ut ſic dicam) realis, non ver- 
balis, proprie ampetratorzwum eſt, Thus much that the Zuchari/t 
was counted a proper and true Sacrifice. Which alſo the Coun- 
ci] of Trent afhrmeth, but this in general only, not applying 
this notion any way to the particular fancies of controverults. 
And tho as it 1s thus deſcribed, to ſome the name of Obl/aton 
may ſeem more fit for 1t, yet beſides the ityle of Sacrificzum, and 
zmmolation in all antiquity, and the lively repreſentation that 1s 
here made of the Sacrifice on the Croſs, it differs much from all 
other, called O»/azzons, in this; That 1t 1s (in the judgment of 
the Fathers, and thoſe of the fourth opinion) that ever remain- 
ing vie77me of that which was once ſacrificed by a mad7aron, and 
the very ſame with it, which can be ſaid of no other oblation 
whatſoever. --- I would intreat you to read Mr. Mede's dil- 
courſe on eMalach. 1. and 11. wholly teading to ſhew the Z#- 
chariſt to be now the Chri/tzan Sacrifice; and that not in a me- 
Zaphorical, but a proper ſenie, p. 513 where he ſheweth alſo thar 
according to the true nature of a Sacrifice, it 1s ob/atro gy epu- 
tam federale ; ſuch as were of old ( not every offering conſe- 
- crated to God, but) the burnz-/m-peace-offerings; and that the 
difference of the matter and manner of otiering gc hinders not, 
that theſe now ſhould be truly a Sacrifice, no more than the 
diftering of the Chri/tian Sacraments from theirs of old (in which 
-was effuſion of b/ood, as that of the Circumciſion, or of the Paſ/e- 
over) hinders, that theſe now ſhould be 7rue Sacraments. p. 5cy, 
506. 'That the 2zands alſo of the Chriſtian Feaſt even in the 
Primitive times were (as it is in other Federal Sarifices ) 
made God's by Ob/ation; and fo eaten of, not as of mans, but ol 
God's, proviſion. That Malach. 1.11. is alledged to this by thoſe 
in the age 1mmediately ſucceeding the Apoſtles, Za/t Martyr 
and /renanus, after them by Tertullian , Cyprian , &c. P. Ke 

at 
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That mention of Te;{op2ce, Ovation and Altar, 1s made by two that 
lived before the Age of the Apoſtles was quite expired, (when they 
{ſpeak of the Chri/tian Service) Clemens and {enatins. See Clem. ad 
Cor. p. 52. (y debemus omnia rite ty ordine facere ques Dommus pre- 
$titutrs temporibus peragere nos jufſit ( oblatione 1cilicet,) gy alia mu- 
2118 obire,(and that he ſpeaks of this ov/atzon done 1n the Eucharift by 
the Prieſt, may probably be gathercd from what tollows,) negue 7e- 
mere vel mordinate voluit ifta fieri, ſed Fatutis temporibus oy horis ; 
ubi etiam gy a quibus peragi vuult iſe, excellentiſſuma ſua voluntate 
definruit, ut religiose omnia &c. ---fuz igitum prefinitis temport- 
bus oblationes ſuas facium?, accepti fy beati ſunt, Domini enim 
manaata ſequentes non oberraut- Summo quippe Sacerdoti ſua mu- 
wera' tributa ſunt, Sacerdotibus hocus proprius aſſignatus et, &c. 
--Laicus praceptis laicis conStringitur, ---unnſquiſque veſtrum --cum 
decore mira pra{criptum miniſteris ſui canonem ſe contineat- ---Sic 


D. Ignatius ad Smyrn. Euchariſtias & oblationes non admit- 


tunt, guod non confiteautur Enchariſtiam efjſe carnem Servatoris 
oftri &e. And ---VuHtus ſme Fpiſcopo aliguid operetur eorum que 
ad Fichkſiam pertinent. Firma FEuchariſtia reputetar , qua ſub iþ- 
fo eft &c. Non /icetum eft ſine Epiſcopo neque Haptizare , neque 
agapen facere. And Epiſtola ad Eph. Yos beatifico conjunttos (Epi- 
ſcopo) fic ut Eccleſia Jeſu Chriſto, Feſus Chriſtus Patri ---Nullus 
erret, ft: quis non fit mira Altare, privatur pane Det. $1 enim 
anins oy alterins oratio tantam vim habet, quanto magis ea gue 
E£piſcopi &y omnis Eecleſiz? Which words imply ( ſaith Mr. 
Mede, p. 494.) that the Altar was the place as of the bread of 
God, ſo of the pabhct Prayers of the Church : ---That the Anc:- 
ents believed our Blefled Savrour himfelf to have made ſuch an 
oblation at the Inſtitution of this holy r:7e, when he took the 
Bread and Cup into lis ſacred hands, and looking up to hea- 
ven gave thanks and blefled: p. 514. ---And to have done the 
{ame 1n this his vew Paſſeover, which the Jews did 1n 7herrs, 
who made ſuch an- 9b/a7ion to God of it firlt as being a Sarrrfice. 
---That ſome ſuch thing may be gathered from many _—_ 
From Zz4. 22.50. evidently implying, that the &/oody Sacrifices of 
the Law, which with their meat- and drink-offerings were rites 
of an o/d Covenant, and that this ſucceeded them as the rite of 
the new - p. $13. From eMatt.$.4.23. which precepts the Church 
49 747749 applicd to the Euchariſt ; not thinking that our Saviour 
would enact a new law concerning Legal Sacrifices, as which he 
was preſently to aboliſh. p.520. 

From 
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From Af. 2. 42. where Prayers and Keiywrie are join'd with 
the Euchariſt, or fraftion of Bread ; and which ſhews, that the 
Joining of the ſolemn Prayers of the Church with the myſtical 
Commemoration of Chriſt in the Sacrament, took its original 
from the Apoſtles times ; Karte fignifying the Communication 
of the Wckariſt, as the Pulcar and Syriack Tranſlation have it. 
But for this, ſee Dr. Fdammond on this Verſe, who makes Ke:- 
1w1iz here to be the People's bringing and preſenting of the Bread 
and Wane, and Fruits of the Earth, &:. Part of 1: ro be Exten 
In Commemorat!on of Chriſt's Sacrifice ; and the reit to be d1- 
itributed amongſt the Poor. See Ver. 44, 45, 46. P- 493, 494. Yet 
more- plainly from 1 Cor. 10. 21. 79u cannot be partakers, 5. 
where theſe two Tables imply contrary Covenants: now here 
the 7able of Devils 1s fo calld, becauic it conlilted of Viands 
Otter'd to Devils, ſee ver. 20. whereby thole, that Fat thereof, 
Fat of the Devil's Meat : Theretore the Table of the Lord 1s 
likewiſe call'd 27s Table, not becauſe the T.ord ordain'd it, but 
becauſe 1t confilted of Viands Offer'd to him; in the ſame man- 
ner as the o7her of thole Offer d to the Devil, p. 519.----- And 
therefore that he knows not, why St. Paul Heb. 13. 15. and St. 
Peter 1 pi. 2.5. 1n the Sacrifices mention'd there, may not 
be underſtood to ſpeak of the ſolemn and publick Service of 
Chriſtians, wherein the Paſſton of Chriſt was Commemorated, 
P- 487. 

4. Laſtly,He allows all the benefits and effes, whether proprtiarory 
or impetratory, by the Ancients attributed to this Sacrifice ; grant- 
ing the Prayers of the Church to have been Offer'd to the Divine 
Majeſty through Chriſt, Commemorated in the Symbols of Breadand 
W me, as by a medium, whereby to find acceptance : ---and the repre- 


/entation of the Body of Chriſt in this Chriſtian Service to have 


been r22htly usd, as a Rite, whereby to find Grace and Favour 
with God. Only the preſence. of Carilt's real Body with the 
ſymbols 1n 1t, he acknowledges not. See p. 499, 500, 5ol. 

5. The Fathers alſo aftirm'd it to be, and Offer'd it as a Sa 17- 
fice, not only Euchariſlical, or Latrenutical, but allo Expiatory or 
Propitiatory ( in the ſenſe aboveſaid ) for the Remyion of Sns ; 
and 7mpetratory: of all ſorts of Fenefirs, not only Spiritual, bur 
Temporal ; and both theſe, for all perſons ( according to their 
{ev$#ral capacities) not only for thole preſent recezug the Sacra- 
ment, but for a/7 thoſe for whom this Obl/ation 18 made, tho ag- 
fent, tho deceas'd. In Kachariflia ſacramenti fuſceptio ſolt ſumentz 
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prodeſt, ut autem eſt ſacrificii conſummatio, prodeſt illis omnibus pro | 
guibus cblatum elt ſacrificium. For wherever they held Prayers j 
beneficial, they held this Ob/ation or Preſentation to the Father 

of the Fody and Flhod, and this folemn commemoration ( and re- | 
petition as 1t were) of the precious Death, of his dear Son, for | 
ſuch perſons; much more, as being the molt effefual and. moving 
kind of Petition that can be made to him. And therefore re- 
membrance of the abſent, or deceas'd, at the Altar, namely, when 
this Sacrifice was Offer'd, was more eſpecially de/ar'd than 1n 
other ordinary Devotions. Non i/la mandavit nobis (faith St. 
Auſtin of his Mother) ſed tantummodo memoriam ſui ad altare 
tuum fieri deftaerauit. ( Confefſ. I. 9. c. 13.) 

For this, ſee (if you pleate) the CoefFions of Places in the 
Fathers, in the Controvertiſts. See Bellarm. de Miſſa, L. 2.C. 2, 3. 
See the quotations ſet down before. - See all the Z2z7urgres una- F, 
nimouſly according in this Form : Offerimus tiht pro peccatts , 
pro omnibus Fidelibusuivis atque defunt71s, pro Eccleſia Catholica,gyc. 
pro pace, pro copia frudtuum, &yc. See Biſhop Forb. de Euch. 3. c.2. 
ſ- 12. Sacrificium autem hoc cane non ſolum propitiatortums. eſe pro 
peccatorum, que nobis quotidie commttuntur, remiſſione, &yc. ſed 
etram impetratorium omnts generis beneficiorum, (Fc. jou” o% pat 
aiſerte ty expreſſe non dicant. Patres tamen unanim-conſenſu ſcrip- 
turas ſic intellexerunt, x. oy Liturgia omnes vereres, fc. + /.15. 
Nos inre certa ty clara dintius immorari nolumns. 

s Laſtly, See Dr. Tayhr in his Great Exemplar, p.3. diſe.18. on 
the Sacrament, ſef. 7. There he ſays,---The Enchariſt 15 a com- 
memorative Sacrifice, as well as a Sacrament ; in both capacities the 
benefit next to mmfinite.---Whatſoever Chrilt did at the 7n/t:turon, 
the ſame he commanded the Church to do, gyxc. and Himſelt alſo doth 
the ſame things in Heaven for us, &c. There he fits an High- 
Prieſt continually, and Offers {hll the ſame One perfect Sacri- 
fice ( 2. e. ſtill repreſents it, as having been once finiſh'd and con- | 
ſummate) in order to perpetual and never-failimg events ; And 
this alſo his Miniſters do 0u Farth---as all the effef#s of Grace--- 
were purchas'd for us on the Croſs, but are apply'd to us---by J 
Chriſt's zuterceſſion 1n Heaven ; ſo alfo they are promoted by atts of | 
Duty, &c. that we, by repreſenting that Sacrifice, may ſend up, 
together with our Prayers, an mſtrument of their graciouſnels 
and acceptation.---As Chriſt is a Prieſt in Heaven for ever, and 
vert doth not Sacrifice himſelf afreſh; { nor yet without a Sacr1- 
tice could he be a Prieſt ; ) but by a daily miniſtration and mmter- 
ceſron 
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ceſſion repreſents his Sacrifice to God, and offers himſelf as Sa- 
crificed ; ſo he doth _ Earth by the Miniſtery of his Servants. 
He is Offer'd to God, 7z. e. he 1s by Prayers and the Sacrament 
repreſented, or offer 'd up to God, as Sacrificed ; which in 
ctfect is applying of his Death to the preſent and future nece//i- 
ties of the Church, gyc.---- It follows then, that the Celebration 
of this Sacrifice be 1n its proportion an Inſtrument of applying 
of the proper Sacrifice to all the purpoſes which it firſt Sefan's 
It is miniſterially and by appiication. an imſtrument propitiatory, 
it is ZEuchariſtical, it 1s an ae? of Homage and Adoration, it is 
zmpetratory, obtaining for the whole Church all the benefits of 
the Sacrifice which 1s now apply 'd, &rc.---- And its profit is cn- 
larg'd, not only to the perſons Celebrating, but to a} ro whom 
they deſign it, according to the nature of Sacryfices and Prayers, 
and all ſuch /o/emn Aons of Religion. Thus much Dr. Tay- 
for, conformably to the zudgment of the Church 1n all Ages, and. 
praftice in her publich Liturgies. See the ſame in Medes Diatrih. 
upon Mal. 1.11. And 'tis worth your labour to fee the A/tera- 
trons concerning this matter which have been oy made (TI 
ſuppole by ſome of the moſt prudent and learned Fathers of the 
Engliſh Church ) in the new Zzturgy provided for Scotland, tend- 
ing much to the vndication of the uſe of the Euchariſt by way. 
of Sacrifice. In the Prayer for the whole State of Chriſt's Church 
are put in theſe words | Fe commend eſpecially unto thy merciful 
Gooaneſs the Congregation which 15 here Aſſembled in thy Name 
to Celebrate the Commemoration of the moſt precions Death and 
Sacrifice of thy Sen, g&yc. | Where | and Sacrifice | is added de novs. 
But the reſt of 7he words are found in the former Common-Prayer- 


Book of Edw. VI. Again, in the 49" of Conſecration, whereas. 


"tis ſaid in all the former Liturgies | 70 continue a perpetual me- 
mory of that hrs precious Death until þ1s cammg agamn. | tis added. 
here | Death and Sacrifice until gc. | But chietly after the Prayer: 
of Conſecration, and before the admini/tring of the Sacrament to: 
the Communicants, you may find 1nterpos'd ( after the manner 
of the firſt Books of Zdw. VI.) a Prayer ( as it 1s there call'd ) of 
Oblation (in which Prayer are ſeveral paflages the fame with. 
thoſe in the Ob/arory Prayer of the Mal which follows the 
Conſecration, ) the bee of which Prayer 1s left vut by our 
later Liturgzes, and the reſt tranſported to after the Sacrament 
receiv'd (beginning thus, O Lord, our Heavenly Father, We thy 
humble Servants, gc. ) perhaps on purpole left it might bear aus 

| | ma 
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ſhew of the former ſolemn offerimgs of the Euchariſt (before com- 
municating 1t) to God as a Sacrzfice in thoſe words ( which are 
not found in the common Liturgies ) in the beginning of the 
Prover i /'e thy humble Servants do celebrate and mac here before 
thy Dicine Majeſty, with theſe thy holy Gifts, the Memmial which 
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thy Son hath willed us to make, having in remembrance hs blejſed 

YPaſhom, mighty Reſurrection, and glorious Aſcenſion, &C.--- Aud we 

eutrrely deftre thy Fatherly Gooaneſs, mercifully to accept this our 

Sacrifice of Praiſe, Oye. Beſceching, Fc. that wwe and all thy whole -- 

Church may ohta:m Remifſin of nr Sms, aud all other bencfits of 

h13 Paſſion. }--The Rom. Miff. hath 1t : Ude Gy memores, Dome, 19s 

ſerv 1u ejuſttem Chriſti Filis tui Domini noſtri tum beatce Paſſions, 

2ec nm av imferis reſurrection's, ſed oy in celos ghorioſee aſcenſtonts offe- 

11Uus preeclare majeſtati tur de turs donts ac aatis, hoſtiam puram, 

hoſtiam ſantam, pojtiam immacu/atam,gyc.Secit you pleaſe,theſe pru- 

cent reformations, or prrſectings of the iormer Znglſh Liturgy (2.6. 

that prepar'd ior Sco7/ard,) and mary more ( which I omit) noted in 

a Soo7ch Beok call'd Landen/im autocatacriſts (from p. 100 to I14,) 

and cenſur'd tor thejragreement with Pepery, z. e. Indeed for their 

conformity with the former practice of the Church Catholick. 

$. XXVII. And herc I cannot but with grief complain, That the Ob/ation 

7 he Onfſt- of this Chriſtian Sacrifice 18 coniels'd to have always been part 

eu of the of the prick Service of the Church ( contain'd in the Second 

Laily Obla- Service thereot,) and to have been dazly, or at leaſt at all times w 

Zron 14 the of ſolenm Preyers, and on the days of God's publick Worſhip, | 

Reformed every-where ' made and cclebrated (tho there were few or no _ 

Cimoches, Communicants, except him who Officiated, ) for thoſe many be- | 
nehcial ends above-mention'd, which the Church conceiv'd non- 
communicants alſo to receive from this precious Offering. See 
the proofs in Medes Diatrib. npon Mal. i. 11. p. 434, 493. That 
the pablick Prayers of the Church were always join'd with the 
r7yStical Commemoration of Chriſt, in the Sacrament of his Body 
and Blood: And that this was no afzer-muention of the Fathers, 
but took 1ts 0/22/a/ from the Apoſtles times, and the very begn- | 
2211s of Chrilttanity. See the like Teltimontes in Mr. 7hornayte L 
of Criſtian Aſſemblies. See Calvin's exprejſion to the ſame pur- | 
poſe, /nft!e. [:6. 4. C17. f. 44. Que de Sacramento hoc hattenus diſ- ; 
ſerunmus abunae oftendunt, non institutum ideo fuiſſe, ut ſemel gus- | 
Tauns acciperett, idgue perſunttorie ( ut Nunc COmmuntter moris | 


&t ) verwn quo fiequenti in uſu Chriſtiants omnibus efſet, ut fre- | 
nents memoria palſumei Coriti repeterent, Bc. Talem fuiſſe | 
£0 


of 
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Feelefie Apoſtolice uſum, T.ucas m Attis commemorat ; guum fideles 
ait perſcverantes Fl in drm Apotolorum , communtcatione, 
fractione panis, ( orationbrus ; /ic agcndum 0mmms erat, ut nulius 
Eccleſiz conventus fieret, faue tervo, orationibus, purticipatione 
cent, & elcemoſynis. Fiunc & apud Corinthios fue dias 
ordinem, ſatis ex Paulo conſpicere licet ; > multis poſtea ſeecalis 
mn uſu fuiſſe conſlar &c. This he ſpeaks indeed with reterence 
to the peoples daily or frequent communicating ; but if this 
will not be had, what excuſe 1s there in the meanwhile of rhe 
Prieſts omitting the daily or frequent ob/aziou thereof, uſciul 
for ſo many purpoſes, belides that of the communion ; ufed in 
all former times even where the people were negligent to re- 
cetve ? See S. Chryſoſftom's laying, Þ. 73. Suid vero? nos 10m qrio- 
tidie offerimus? and Hom. 3. in Fp.ad Epheſ. Fruſtra hahetur 
guotidiana oblatio, cum nemo ſit , gui ſimul participet. Fruſtra, 
1.e. comparatively, nou tam fructuose. Hieronym. 71 77. 1. c. 
ſaith; Sacerdotes ---guoridre pro peccatis populi ac ſuis ſacrificare. 


Augult. contra adverſar. leg. 1.1. 20.c. Eccleſia immolat in corpore 


Chriſti ſacrificium laudis, ex quo Deus Deorum locutus vocauit ter- 
ram a Solts ortu uſque ad occaſum. ---Fp. 86. Sacrificium laudis 
( meaning the Euchariſt) ab Zccle/ta toro orbe diffuſa dicbus omm:- 
bus immolatur. ---EFp. 23. Chriſftus ſemel im cruce immolatus om- 
21 die in Sacramento popults mmolatur. Sce the quotation p. 


Suotidianum efſe voluit ſacrificinm. Ep. ad Januar. quoted by Catuin, 


zb. alibi --- \uflus dies micrmittitur, quo non offeratur ; alibi Sab- 
bato tantum &y Dominico ; where 1t appears this 04/a7/07 at lealt, 
tho people more {e]1dom communicated 1t, was made once a weck 


every Lord's day; ( uſed ſtz]l to this day by all other modern 


Churches. Eaſtern and Weſtern : ) How cometh it to paſs then, 


{ ſay it withgrief, that ſuch a ſacrifice tor ſuch precious ends 1s. 


ceaſed only to be continually oftezed in the Churches Reformed? 
If they agree aJſo in the ſame notion of ſacrifice with antiquity, 
why have not their pab/zch prayers and mrerceſſms, after the con- 


feſs'd manner of all the ancient and modern Churches of God, 


the efhcacious aſliſtance of this ſacrifice? I delire 1t may be ſe- 


r1ouſly conſidered, whether this be not a defe& in their pablick 


Service much to be Jaid to heart (in the daily loſs of ſuch an al- 
lowed-moſt-effectual means of Addref{ to God Almighty ) by all 
the followers of the Reformation. You will pardon me th.s di- 
greſlion. 


4 The- 
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$ XXYTIL. 4 The Fatvers held ; That in this Sacrifice, (the repreſentation 
The Fathers of 141 vi the Crofs, and beneficial to us only by its vertue,) is an 
ſay that it is ob/ation made of ine very ſame Body and Blood of Chriſt, which our 
au oblation Ttigh Praeft alſy himſclf now offers in Heaven , ( whith is pre- 
of the ſame valent with his Father allo 1n reference to his former ſufferings, 
body which neuher that ov/ation 1n heaven, nor this upon the Altar paying the 
Was CYUCIf- price of our Redemption ; but uſed for an application of the price I 
ed. payed for ſeveral finners for the aQtual remfſizon of ſins daily 
committed.) Again, the ſame body now offered that was offered 
upon the Crofs, tho not in the ſaize manner, (1.e.) by mattation ; 
and cherefore being 11 ſuch reſpect more properly Sacrificium ( as: 
one expreſleth it ) paſ/roe ſumptium pro ſacrificato noviter nobis ap-' 
plicatog quia in illo continetur Corpus Chriſti quod fuit vere ſacrifica- 
{um in unico illo ſacrificio crucis, yet with a repreſentation alſo 
of that ſacrificing of 1t, in the b/ood being here ſevered and | 
offered apart from the boay. So that I may fay, a little alter- / 

ing Caſ/auder's words, Conſult. de ſacrificio corp. p. 196. Yeteres 

in hoc myſtico ſacrificio ( Calland. | non tam | ) tum peratte ſemel m 

cruce oblationis , cajus hic memoria celebratur | quam | tum perpe- 

tut ſacerdotii, Oy Jugis ſacrificit, quod guotidie in celis ſempiternus 

Sacerdos offert , rationem habuerant, cujus hic imago per ſolennes 

miniſtrorum preces exprimitur. Neither is there any more in- 
congruity that Chriſt's 7r#e body and blood be here offered, and yet . 

this be done alſo in commemoration of his boay offered upon the 
crofs, than that his real body ( which thoſe of the ſecond opinion ; 
maintain ) be here partaken of by the worthy receiver, and yet 
this alſo done 10 commemoration of the ſame body given for us 
upon the crof{. Sec for the Fathers holding an ob/ation in the 
Euchariſt of the true and real body of Chrilt, the places quoted 
out of them, before. See likewife Biſhop Forbes 3. /. 1.c. 1. s. 
Dicunt etiam ſcepiſſume Sau: Patres m Fuchariſtia offerri &y ſacrifi- 
car: ipſum Chriſti corpus, ut ex mnuumeris pene locts conſtat; ſed non pro- 
I pre ty realiter omnibus ſacrifica proprietatibus ſervatis, ſed per com- 
memorationem ſacrifici (crucis. ) ---&t per piam ſupplicationem qua 


fiecleſie mimiftri, propter unius itlins ſacrificit perpetuam vieti- j 
2am (fo they call Chriſt's body remaining {till after ſacrificed ) 
in (als ad dextram Patris aſſiftentein, ty in ſacra menſa modo ineffa- « 

b.li praſcntem Deum Patrem humillime rogant, ut virtutem oy | 


gratiam hujus perenttis vittime, Fucleſie ſur, ad onmes corporis ty 

aiiimi neceſſitates efficacem &y ſalutarem eſſe velit. Where note 

+ AliO, Uat Ccither Bilhop Forbes his gpmion (tho he oppoſerh 1 
ran- 


"s 
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 Tranſubſtantiation) is, That Chrift's body is preſent with the fym- 
bots before communicating, ( tho this is not fo clearly profciled 
by him m t./.1.c. ſee the 5. /ee?. there, and rather the contrary 
intimated in 2./.2.c. 8, (> 9../ef?.) or elſe here he {ſeems to cor- 
tradi? himielt, in thete words eſpecially, 72 ſacra menja modo 
meffabili preſentem; lor this ceremony ot eb/ation upon the table 
1s before communicating. To which add thoſe words of his 34. 
Book 2. c. 13. jeff. where Biſhop #hite, ſhewing how the Eu- 
chariſt might be ſaid to be a ſacrzfice here, non ſolum ratione pre- 
cam oy attionts gratiarum , ( which is the common ſolution, ) ſed 
& ratione FuchariStee ip/ins,both guia elementa externa pants fy vint 
couſecrantur fy ad Domim1 cultum deputantur &c, and allo gia corpus 
& ſanguis Chrifti preſentia anumz jive oy pretate paſtorrs by popull, 
gu hac myſteria perciprunt,Deo offeruntur fy /iftunter. Bilhop Forbes 
cenſures that exprellion with a 17s jejune hoc aiffum; but who 
will ſay more, muſt affirm a preſence of it avith the ſymbols. 
See likewiſe his quotation out of Nazianzen 2.1. 2.c.8. 5. See 
1, book, I.C. 26.s. Chriſti corpus reale nob1s cum pane exhibetur. 
Fifthly, tho the obl/ation of the body and blood of this Son of 
God in the Eucharif? was always preſumed to be in its ſelf moſt 
acceptable unto the Father ; yet 1n reſpe&t of thoſe 2/ho or for 
whom 1t 1s offered, the ſame thing by the 44nczents was con- 
ceived of 1t, as of all other prayers, that it 1s ſometimes accep- 
Zed by God for them , ſometimes agam not ; namely, if they be 
ſuchas are otherwiſe anreformed 1n their lives, and unworthy of 
God's favours. Again, that ſometimes more, ſometimes leſs benefit 
1s received by zz, according to the ſeveral preparation or ma- 
gence of the Suppliants, or alſo the good pleaſure of the divine 
diſpenſation ; as alſo that of the croſs, tho infinite 1n 1ts value, 
and offered for all, 1s bexeficial tor ſome, not others; and as Chriſt's 
mterceſſion in heaven is ſtill continued for our ſeveral neceſlitics, 
though one /img/e aff thereof ( had it ſo ſeem'd good to the divine 
ordination) had bin ſaperſafficient for the obtaining for a/,for ever, 
all benefits whatſoever. Hence are thoſePrayers in tneLturgies con- 
cerning this ob/ation after the words of 71/t:tution pronounced: /upra 
gue propitio ac ſereno unltu reſpicere djgneris, fy accepta habere , 
ficuti accepta habere' dignatus es munera pueri tu juiti Abel &c. 
& gube hc perferri per manus S. Angeli tui in ſublime Altare tum - 
and in ſome /:7urgres after the words of /uſtitntion pronounced, 
Fac Domine panem iltum corpus Fil tut, or {omething to this 
purpoſe. 
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All which Pe777ons (if they are not to be thought part of the 
Conſecration of theſe Elements) are to be underſtood to be made, 
with reference not ſo much to the 7hing Offer'd, as to the Offe- 
rers; That God would accept it fiom them, for them, them. for 1t ; 
and confer ou them the benefits and fruits thereof. As 1 1 ſaid ; 
Reſpice pro nobis,---fac nobis,---Zube proferri pro nobis, gc. Caflan. 
in Conſult. art. 24. p. 208. AHuc non ad ipſam hoſttam corports 
Chriſti in ſe, ſed ad offerend! modum qu? prece, fide, devotione con-- 
ſtat, referenda ſunt ; videhcet qua ſairificio omnia non dignitate ret 
eblate, ſed offerentis auimo, aſtimantny. 

Theſe five 7hmgs well confider'd, FE think f#©/t an Anſwer to 
(y) 1s ſuthciently made; it appearing, that as the Fathers in this 
Sacrament held a Commemoration in 7h1s Sacrzfice of that = 
the Croſs, 10 an Qblation nevertheleſs of the real Body and Blood 
of Chriſt ; which two arc ſhew'd before well to cocxilt. 


To (u); F1/t, This O©bjefion methinks prefleth alſo the Os- 


Concerning jefors (and therefore they mult help to anſwer it,) for they do 
the Form of not allow it a commemorative Sacrifice before, but only after 


the Maſs 


Confecration and Sandification of the Elements: Which Conſecra- 


zion therefore they negleCt not; neither T think will they grant 
thoſe #p:r7hets, that in this fit Oblation are given, any way to 
belong to /tmple and common Bread. 

Secondly, That the Bread and the #/ine in the Eucharilt is Offer'd 
to God, none deny ; ever: none of thofe who hold a rea/ preſence 
of Chriſt's Body : nor that the Symbols after Conlecration remain 
with, and are Offer d with. the Yody of Chriſt, elſe there could 
be no 57fable Sacrifice atall there; nor that many things are and 
may be faid in £Zzurgzes. ( after Confecration ) of the- Symbols 
as well as of the PBoay ; and that allo zhey are call'd by the name 
of Bread, Gods Creatures, fy. See what is ſaid of thus before. 

Thirdly, "That in the promuzive times, ( at leaft when at this So- 
lemnity by much people »nuck proviſion was brought in for the 
relief of the Poor,) an Oblation im the _ Or might be made to. 
God of them, as of the People's Alms and T hanksgivings for Ms. 
Blemgs, 1t 1s very probable , ( which Ofer7ory before the Com- 
mun1on 1s retain'd alfo in the Zughſh E:itwrzy, and in that pre- 
par'd for So7land;) allo many new Texts added to thofe formerly 
read, in the Z1me of the Offering, that are very expreſſive to this 
purpoſe. Which addition 1s taken notice of, and cenfur'd; in the 
Book calld Zauden/zum Antocatacriſis ( p-1o1.) as dixeftly ( faith 

1.) 
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whereas the Rabrich of the former Common-Prayer-/F006 order- 
eth only, that ſuch Alms be pat in the Poor Man's Box, this new 
one enjoineth, that the Deacon ſhail reverently bring the ſaid bas- 
fon with the Oblatims therem, and delrer it to the Presbyter, who 
ſhall humbly preſent it before the Lord, and ſet it Upon the Floly 
Table. See Caſſand. Conſult. art. 24. p. 194. who ranks the 1c- 
veral Offices in the Canon thus : Symbolorum conjecrandorum 06- 


 latio ; oblatorum conſecratio ; mortts Dommi commemorat?) ; gratia- 


rum attio; pro communi omnum ſa/ute ſupplicatio 5 (which tait St. 
Ambroſe and St. AuStin were of opinion was a preſcribed Form 
left by St. Pan/ to al Churches, in the Celebration of this Sa- 
crament, according to what is ſaid in 1 77m. 2.1.) Sacramento- 
rum diiributio & partiipatio, And p. 202. Primum popul: oblatio- 
nes Deo commendantur ; Der nomen muxcatusr ; ſymbola oblata verbis 
Domim conſecrantur; mors Domint commendatur ; vivorum (y 
mortuorum memoria- agitur ; pro tata Keelejia ty totius orbis mcolu- 
mitate Deo preces offeruntir, This 1s the Order, he faith, of the 
preſent Roman Service. Again p. 207, of the ſame Service he 
faith, Primum ſuacrificir &y dont nomine intelligitur ſacrificinm po- 
pult quod confiſtit in pane 75 vino,---demade eſt ſacrificium corporis 
Chriſti, g&ygc. And fee” Biſhop Forbes /. 3. c. 1..[. 9. Pants Eucha- 
rifticus Deo conſecratur ; quia de profane ſeu non ſacro ſacer fit ; 
Deo ſpecialiter dedicatur ( ut conſtat ex rebus fa#ttis oy verbis diftis 
circa ipſum ) ideo negari non poteſt quim Deo ſpectaliter offeratur ; 
fit 1gutur ib1 quodammod® ſacrificrum penis, fyc. Thais Offering up 
of the Bread and Wine prepared for the Sacrament 1s allo expreſily 


. appointed in the vew Z#ngliſh Liturgy ; where, after the Oblation 


made of the Alms, the Rubrick ſaith, .and the Presbyter ſhall then 
( 2.e. together wath the Alms ) Offer ap, gyc. the Bread and Wine 
prepared for the Sacrament upon the Lord's Table, gyc.---Thus the 
Hread may be 1aid to be Offer'd as a Sacrifice of Alms, and Praiſe, 
and T hank;giving for God's good Creatures, G7. or as ſome por tion 
of 1t is then Dedicated. PBe/Mlarm. de Miſſa, I. 1. c. 27. {tn omnt- 
bus Liturgns, ſeu Gracis ſen Latinis , quantumvis antiquis, pars 


att1onis eft oblatio rerum conſecraudarum. This being, as I con- 


celve, for the zztentions but now mention'd. 

But Feurthly, To go a little further ; fince it mult be granted 
from what is faid above, T7 hat the Fathers m ſome part or other 
of this Service make an Oblation of the real Body of onr Lord ; 
and fince ( again) its manifeſt, that the ſame expreſſions are uſed '" 

+ >) ile 


it) in a literal ſenſe carrying to a Jewiſh Oblation. Likewiſe, 


O01 


92 


A Diſcourſe onthe EUCH ARIST. 
the Oblations made before, as in thoſe after the words of Zu/?t1. 
Zou pronounc'd; and the Offering mention'd in Zheſe there 1s tend- 
ing to all the ſame ends and purpoſes, whether Propitiatory, Tmpe- 
tratory, or Euchariſtical ( as you may ſee by comparing the Pray- 
ers before, Suſcipe Santte Pater, tc. and Te mgitur Clementiſſime 
Pater, &xc. with the Prayer after the words of Inſtitution---ande 
& memores Nomine, gx.) From theſe two things therefore I 


- think 1t follows, 7 hat all theſe Prayers and Service ( before as well 


as after ) refer 70 the ſame Sacrifice and Oblation of the Boay and 
£lood of our Lord: It being moſt improbable, that the ſame or 
the 4ke expreſſions would be uſed of that which they conceiv'd 
only Pread, and (afterward) of 7hat which they conceiv'd- to 
be Chriſt's real Boay, 1t the former was us'd as a diſtinct Oblation 
without relation to the /ater. The ao therefore of this Ob- 
ation 1s only preparatory 1n the precedent Prayers, according to 
that expreliion 1n one of them, Benedic hoc ſacrificrum tuo ſanto 
womine praparatum ; conſummate in that following---unde gy me- 
mores ye. offermus,fyc. Offertur pants non nt ſacrificium per fettum, 
fed ut mchoatum oy perficiendum, faith Beltarm. de F974 ERS w/ 
Therefore the chief purpoſe of the Prayers before leems to be 
Conſecratory and Benedittive of the Symbols, rather than Obl/atory, 
tho 1n them the O#/a7zon 1s mentiond. So they begin with Pe- 
tition, Sſeipe hanc hoſtiam, 3c. guam offero, 1. e. uu oblaturus: 
Jum pro &yc. or cujus oblationem prepare ; according to which 
1s that following offerimmus deprecantes gc. after which is ſaid 
Yent . ſanetificator beneaic hoc ſacrificium praparatum g99.--- and 
Te rettur clementiſſime Pater rogamus uti accepta habeas (9 benc- 
dicas ha dona, hac ſantta ſacrificia illibata;, Santta i/libata, 1.e. 
Poſt benediftionem ; and after this, quam oblationem. tu Deus bene- 
diftam facere digneris, ge. But after the /n/ti7ution, follows a 
conſummated Oblation, And indeed in fome Z:turgies we find 
no Oblatzan at. all made. I mean 1n this kind, pro peccatts, pro 
ficcleſra, fc. 11k after the words of 7n/titution and Conſecration 
compleated ; ſee Cort. Apoſt. 1.8. c. 17, 18. See Chryſoft. Liturg: 
offertmus tibi &yc. pro requieſcentibus im fide gyc.---ſuper oblatis 

Jan@i:ficatis pretiefts donis Dominum rogemus ut benjznus Deus noſter 


 Adumttat nobis divinam gratiam gx. atter the Conſecration huih'd. 


And, there betng no conzrouer/ze amongſt. them about the maztcr 
of the Sacrament we cannot doubt the znrentions in all the J:tar- 
z:es are the ſame. Then therefore follows a conſummated Oblas 
tion 1n. a more {ingular manger,---atde & memores Domime, 10s 


ſerut. 
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feru offerimmus Majeſtati tua de tuis donis hoſtiam puram &c. and 
the prayers following are for God's accepration of their Oblation, 
not tor benediction; not benedit?a facere , but accepta habere, > 
Jube perferri per manus &c. And then, Iallly, follow other pray- 
ers, with reference to the worthy communicating of his Yoay. 
For note, that as ſome per77ons ( firit tor benedrfon, and then for 
accepration ) there are with reſpect to the Zuchari/s as an obla- 
zZion ; (which obl/ation 1s joyned allo with thoſe prayers ;) fo other 
prayers there are with reſpect to 2f as. a ſacrament, and the com- 
ruunication to us of Chrits PBoay to be performed afterwards. 
And to this may aptly be applied that Prayer made in ſome Z:- 
zurgies after the words of Inſtitution, tat nobzs corpus Chriſts 
747, 1.e. to us communicating thereof to all the ſprrizual effef?> 
and benefits thereof. 

5. But #f/7þ/y, one thing ordinarily taken for granted [That 
our Saviour's words of Inſtitution are (1 do not ſay the chiefeſt 
part of, but ) the 2hole and only conſecration; ſo chat this 1s net- 
ther begun. by any Prayers before theje, nor continued by any after 
them, |i1s a thing very diſputable ; Whether in the opinion of the 
Ancients, from whom we have received theſe Z77urgzes, they 
were ſo thought to be: and 1t hath bin. a conteſt between the 
Greek and Roman Church of later times. See Biſhop Forbes his 
diſcourſe about it de Euchariſtia 2.1. 2.C. 1,2, 3. ſet. and Caſjaud. 
cenſult.art. 24. de iteratione , p. 202 Both who ſay, that it 15 the 
ſafer opinion to place it in both, and that vereres Latin: utrinſque 
pariter gy muocationts five prects &* Dommicorum verborum men- 
tionem faciunt in conſecrandts myſters, 

And that paſſage of Damaſcene and of Zpiphanius in 2. Ni- 
cen. Conc. at?.6.tom.3. that Bajfil called the Symbols anzitypa only 
before, not after conſecration ,, whereas he calls them ſo after the 
words of Inſtitution, but 4efore Fac i/lum panem corpus oc. 
ſhews, that they in thoſe times concerved the conſecration partly 
at leaſt to be in theſe following words. And Baji/ himſelf faith, 
Tnruocation was uſed by the Church as well after as befare the Evan- 
gelical words, 7anguam mrultum hatens moment: ad myſterium: 
See Baſil. de SpirituS. 27. c.. where ſpeaking of the authority of 
unwritten Traditions, amongit many others, he names the f5154e7 
of the Liturgies; /nvocationts verba cum conficitur pans Fuchs 
riſtie & poculum bened;&tonis, quis fanftorum (2.e. of the- Apo- 
{tles) zu ſcripto nobis religuut ? Nec enim his contentt ſumus que 
cammemorat Apoſtolus aut Evangelium ; verum alia quoque & ante; 
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& poſt, dicimus, tanquam multum habentia momenti ad myſterium, 
gui ex 1radlione , citra ſoeriptum, accepimus. Conſecramus autem 
aquain [yaptiſmatis, &y ex quibus ſcriptts? nonue a tacita ſecre- 
tague traditione ? GC. . 
Now this being ſuppoſed, that other prapers beftdes our Lords 
words bear ſome part in the conſecration, many of the objee710ns made 
5 w1ll be of no force : ſome of 4v/4zc/þ allo may be and are uſed as 
arguments to confirm this tenent. 

To v. 1» To {y| tis anſwered, f/?, that this matters not, if true ; 
becauſe as much, tho not the ſame, 1s ſaid in the Roman form, 
| before the words of Zu/titutzon. Therefore to no purpole were 
it, to alter ſome and not the reſt which 1s as oppolite to their 
opInon. 

2» That no alteration is made of the ancient form for the 
things objected, they being found placed in the ſame order in the 
Ambroſitan Liturgy, de ſacram. 4.1. 4.c. by which unqueſtzoned-an- 
cient form you may find Be/larmin to defend the Roman Mif/al in 
all the chuef objections made againit it, 1n his 2. { de Miſs. 24. 
Cap. 

To E. To | &£ ] an anſwer may be colleQed out of what 1s ſaid above 
in the $74 con/ideration, and out of what was but now ſaid to 

A» 

Now: to their Anſwer to the ſecoud argument of the Fathers. 

Tor. To |=|I ſay: but the Reformed deny the change of any accident 

Reply to atall in the bread, ( of the chanze of which bread in ſomething 
Zherwr auſiver or other the Fathers ſpeak, and that before communicating,) and 
76 ihe 24.ar- all the change they allow ( ſave only relative ) is 1n the commu- 
£nm-nt out nicant ex padto or promiſſione drying upon receit of the bread. 
of the Ta- To|p|, lec the auſwer which 1s made p. And we not unu- 
Zhers. ſually compare things, when ( not only in ſome other things 

Topo. theyare incomparable, but) in the reaſon of the compariſon orc 

far tranſcends, or 1s tranſcended by the o7her. Which nay 
| be {aid alſo to | & ]. 

T6 rt. To | 7 | I grant both in Baptiſm and the Euchariſt to be a 
miraculous or ſupernatural effeff wrought upon the ſou] of the 
worthy receiver ; to which {uch miraculous inſtances wrought b 
God's omnipotency may be not unfitly applied . Burt beſides this 
effee? acknowledged in general; firit, in Yaptiſm it hath bin a 
greſ/tion, ( and undecided for any thing I know by any Council, ) 
Whether the Fapriſmal water contineat aut conferat gratiam, per 
wiriutem al:guam creatam (2.0. upon the benediQion thereot ) mo 
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#i: infit, & qua effeftum gratie operetur ; or, quia divine virtas ill; 
ad producendum gratie effeetum certo & infallibiliter ex Chriſti pro- 
m1/ſrone afſiſtit, ut habeat rationem cauſa ſine qua non + (1.e.) that 
God immediately by 4zmeff and not by the water gives ſuch 
grace, whenever the wazer waſheth a ſinner. Now tho the /a- 
Zer opinion is the more common, yet ſome of the /athers at leaſt 
are thought to incline to the former, which makes a great miracle 
wrought not upon the Yap7i2ed only, but upon the water. See 
Chryſoſt. (who 1s quoted by them for his high expreſſions concern- 
ing FSaptiſmn as well as CONCCrning the Znchariit ) im Johan. Hom. 
25. Ex guo Jordants alveum ingreſ/us eſt Chriſtus non amplins rep- 
tilia animarum viventium, ſed animas rationales gy ſpirituales agua 
producit. And Hom. 24. upon c. 3. --Unleſs a man be born of 
water---S7 guis mterroget, quomodo ex agua? rurſus ego iflud, guo-. 
Mode ex terra, ( 1.6. 1n man's firit generation?) nam guemadmodum: 
zerra. tmanimata &c diving voluntate ad tanta miracula producendgs 
vires acceprt ; ita ſpiritu ty ſewfibili agua omnia hae admirabilia oy 
humanam cogitationem excedentia facile exoriuntur. --- Nungquam: 
agua Baptiſm purgare peceata credentium poſſet, niſt tan Dominict 
corporis fuſer ſanttificata. And Cyril. Alexand. in Foann. 2.1. 4.2.C. 
Sent varibus ignits inten/us agua calefatta non aliter quam virtute 
tenis writ; ſic agua virtute Spiritas ſantti in ſe ſuſcepta abſtergit 
peccata. And Ejizus 4. fent. 1.4. 5.s. FHuec ſententia: eſt arobebilier 
fi nudas guaſadam Patrum ſententias, ut ſonant, attendamus. Now, 
ſuppoſe the Fathers to be of this opinion, they might wclk 
apply the fame inſtances and expreſſions ro Zapriſmn for this tu- 

rnatural infuſed v-7ue- into the water, as they do to the Z#- 
chariFt for the fupernatural mutation of the e/emzents, without any 
diminutton at all, to the nuxaculouſneſs. of this effeef. This for 
Baptiſm. _ | 

2. In the Exchari/t there 1s pretended tobe, beſides the /aper-- 
#azural effef# wrought upon the communicant by Chrilt's body,, 
a miraculous conver/ion alfo of the elements into that his body. L 
Now that the Fathers uſed thofe miraculous inſtances of God's 
emmipotency, to tuſtrate a. miraculous change made not in the 
commutnicant, but allo in the elements, and to prove not a prefence: 
of Chrilt's body fimply in the Zxchari/t, but a ſupernatural muta-- 
tion of the bread (ae way or other) into it, I think 1s both 
plain. (1t you pleaſe to: review the places I quoted out of them): 
trom their clear language, applied to the e/ements, not to the. 


eammanicants; and very conſonant to the other arguments which: 
arg: 
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are drawn out of them, to ſhew their Tenent of the rea/ preſence 
of Chriſt's Body in the Eucharilt before communicating. 

To v. Again to | v | that they held this chanze in the elements of 
the Euchari!t much otherwiſe than that 1n the Yaters of Bap- 
tiſm, tho both ſome way miraculous, ſeems plain; in that, tho 
in Baptiſm Grace and the S$przt 1s beſtow'd, and then we are 
alſo incorporated into Chrilt, &c. yet ſay they not of the //a- 
zer of Baptiſm from this effec? thereof, that 7? zs the Spirit; or 
ts turn'd into the Spirit; neither ſaith the Apoſtle, that in un- 
worthy recerving it, wwe are guilty of the Spirit; as 1n the other 
he faith, gnilty of the Boay. Neither was there ever ſuch a ve- 
neration, or reſervation of it, fuch a care that none ſhould he 
{pilt, or fall to the ground, as of the conſecrated Elements ; which 
ſhews, that tho they 1magine ſome mrrack in both, yet a much 
different and tranſcendent one in the ſecond. 


&. XXIX. The ſame Anſwer may ſerve to [| where, ſince the real 
Top. preſence of Chriſt's Boay, that now is in Heaven, with the wor? 
Reply to thy Recerver, 1s as great a Miracle, as that other with the Sym- 
their Anſiw. bols ; "tis {trange, _ thoſe allowing the one ſo ſtrongly oppoſe 
to the 3d the other; unleſs perhaps this he to avoid Adoratzon.---Concern- 
Arg. ot of ing the Reply which may be made to their Anſwer to the zhird 
the Fathers Argument out of the Fathers , ſec ( before) the Reply to | a ] 
Concerning ; 
Sacrifice. L aſtly, Connery the fourth Argument out of the Fathers, 
$. XXR. Adoration: The heads of what they 1ay (ſee before) as well as. 
Reply ro TI can underſtand them are theſe; « "That the Symbols are to be 
their Anſw. uſed with a due reveren:e and reſpef, as things conſecrated to a 
to the 4th ſacred uſe. 8 That Chriſt may be Ke Trey alſo in receivme 
Arg. out of of the Euchariſt, as he 1s now 7 Heaven fitting at the right 
the Fathers hand of God. + But not as preſent in the Euchariſt, becauſe 
concernins no Divine command for any ſuch thing, and becauſe he is there 
Adoration. ut manducetur nom ut adoretur ; he ſaying there, Take eat, not 
rake «worſhip. Or yet further, That he. may be worſhipped as 

preſent ( or who zs preſent) by Faith 1n the han of the Com- 
munucants ; or alſo rea/ly preſent, as others ſay, to the worzhy 
Recerver ; and who 1s preſent allo in the Symbols after that man- 
ner as the thing /ienified or repreſented may be ſaid to be preſent 
#. in that 74777 which /zznifies zt, $ That the Fathers, in the 
places quoted our of them, ſpeak either of a reverence due to 

The corfecrated Symbols of our Sauiom”s Body, or alſo of Adoration 

of 
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of our Savonr, or of his Body in ſome of the foreſaid manners 
or zntentions, but not as really preſent with the Symbo/s. 


CE That theſe may not be worſhipped for Chriſt's Boay, gyc. 
That 1f they be, 'tis Hat Zdlatry | » |] That thoſe of the fourth 
Opinion do worſhip them tor Chriſt, or tor his Poay, 


Of theſe [e] and [2] are granted. To | y | Firlt, I ſuppoſe Reply 7 e.8. 


a Precept in general, 7o worſhip Chriſt; and the whole Chrijt to 
be there wherever hs Boay 7s , it being never ſever'd, not when 
1t lay 1n the Grave, from the Dwinrty. 


2. Next ; Affirmative precepts (ſuch as this is of worſhipping . 


Chriſt ) do not oblige to every time and place ;, but if they are an- 
limited and general, they warrant the lawfulneſs of our practice 
of them in any time or place. Nor is there need of any par!:- 
ticular command in reſpect of theſe ( 1. e. places or times ) with- 
out which we may not obey them. Sce Diſcourſe concerning Ado- 


ration, fc. Pp. 1. 


O 2. But 


- 
. 


9%7 


Thu 


ky 


9g 


«. 


A Diſcourſe onthe EUCHARIST 


3. But then again : This 1s ſeriouſly to be conſiderd, concern- 
ing affirmative precepts; That they do oblige for ſome time and 
places, poſitis devitis circumtantiis'; elſe they would not oblige 
at all. Now, Suppoſe Chriſt's Body really preſent in the Eucha- 
riſt, and that 27th the Symbols, ( as the Lutheran believes, ) what 
fitter time to Awvre, than when we receive from him the great- 
elt Love and Mercy that can be ſhew'd to Mankind, the Com- 
union of his own Fleſh and Blyod to us? And what fitter p/ace 
than in a Charch, wherein uſually we receive it ? and when, 
and where no 1mpediant circumſtances. can be allcdged ? Let 
therefore the c7//1on of ſuch worſhip be lawful, with Dai/le's 
qualifications, ( Reply to Chaumont p. 66.) Purveugue cette omiſſion 
7e procede ni de haine ni de meſpris ni de non chalance ni d' aucune 
autre mau-vaiſe diſpoſition de eſprit : Yet how the Lutheran ( con- 
lidering his perſwaſion ) is acquitted from ſome of theſe in his 
miſſin ( at ſuch time) of Adoration, I ice not. And Dailie him- 
lelt, in his po/egy, c. 9. p. 66. ſeems to maintain the mwecefſety, in 
ſuch time of this Duty, ſuppoling a rea/ preſence. Si le Sacrament 
--ft en ſa ſubſtance le corps ae Chriſt, &yc. 11 eſt evident gu' on le pent 
© 4 1 le doit adorer ; attenduque te corps de Chriſt eſt un (wet ado- 
rable. 


Now, 1f the Zoay of Chriſt be a ſubje&# adorable to the Roma: 
%3ts, 1o it is to the Lutherans. And ſee St: AuStin's ring to 
this purpoſe before : Nor ſolum non peccamus adorando, fed non 
adorando peccamus. And what man is excus'd from blame, who 
appearing in the preſence of his Prince, to recerve from him 
the Donation of his Life or Liberty, &c doth not at ſuch time 
give unto him his due Honour, tho by no Law oblig'd at all 
Umes to do 1? 


_To [| Firlk, its plain from the places quoted, That: by the 
Fazhers in the Euchariſt not only an inferior reverence was given 


to the Sy92bols, but alſo a druine worſhip to Chriſt. Elfe St. Au- 


ſim, it ſpeaking of an i»ferior reverence, would not have ask'd the. 


queſtion, Rnmodo [ine impietate adoretur terra? ſince the Greature 


15 well capable of ſome inferior veneration. Nor would S. 47. 
proſe lay; adorames illam carnem, quam Apoſtoli in Domino Feſt - 
egoraruit : nor S, Chryſoſtom, quam in proſept adorarunt Magi, &c. 


hence 
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hence 1s that anſwer excluded, that they ſpeak of, 4 reverent 
uſage of the Symbol. 


2/9. Tis plain, that they worſhipped not only the omnipotent 
Derty of Chrilt,but his Z/umane nature or ſubſtance asthere preſent, 


3iy. Preſent not only to the worthy receiver, but on the Table, 
on the Altar; which they worſhipped as there, betore their re- 
celving 1t. As appears by ---/{um, 911 ſuper Altare colitur. --- Ad. 
duet ſunt ad menſam Domini, & accipiunt d- corpore Oy [anguine, 
fed adorant tantum &c. ---Tmitemur vel barbaros &c. Tu non- it 
praſepr vides, fed in altari. ---Non Angelos, fed Dominum 9Ftend). 


---S7 para ſunt veſtimenta, adora fy mandura. ---Roganies Aznum 


Propoſuitum (2.e.) on the Altar, gx. ſee the former quotations. 
Therefore thoſe anſwers ſerve not, of worſhipping him as really 
preſent to the recezyer, or preſent in mens hearts by farth. 
Neither doth that help any thing ( which I do not well under- 
{tand) of worſhiping Chriſt ( which muſt be with drvime worthip ) 
and that before receiving, as repreſentatively preſent in the [ym- 
bols, (he in reality not being there. ) Which thing ( firſt whe- 
ther 1t may, or may not be done) is unapplable to the Fatbers, 
who expreſs themſelves, to adore the very flefb ( not its fignre-or 
repreſentation) as preſent on the Altar; that fleſh as now on the 
Altar, which the 4poF7les adored in Domino Feſu, and the wiſe 
men in the PBabe,  praſepi ; and won Angelos, laith Chryſoſtom, 
negue Archangelos, neque Celos, ſed ipſum corum oftenas Dommumn. 
Is /renum corporis Domini, which thing, only, they lay, he ſhew- 


ed,above Angels ? 


Now to examin the anſwer it ſelf a little ; whether ſuch 2 
thing may lawfully be done. And here T will firſt ſet you down 
Bellarmin's reply to ſuch an an{wer, given by Pet. Martyr to 
that place of /Nazianzen, | eumpue? gui ſuper altare col:tur maguo 


cum clamore obteſtans | who ſaid, Col: quidem ChriStum ſuper alt - 


re, fed coli in ſymbols, ſicut in ſymbols frentficatur. To which the 
Cardinal; vel e/t ple e revera in ſymbolo illo,uel non eft ; ſi eff &c. [i-non 
eft, ergo licet ſaltem coram ſymbolis procumbere, & ibi Chriftum 
licet abſentem adorare;, ergo licet imagines Chriſti venerars, &c. or 
rather Chriſtum in imagine iþ/ius adorare. And doth not this war- 
rant divine adoration of Chrilt's Body and Blhod as lome way pre- 
fent there, and that before communicating, to be lawiul, _ 

O 2 tnat 
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that to all opinions whatſoever, if only they hold the Sacrament 
a /ign of Chriſt's Body ? And then why ſaith Dale, (who gives 
this anſwer for the Fathers adoration, ) that the Zutherans wor- 
ſhip of the Yoay of Chriſt in the ZuchariF, if there it be not, 
is vain, & imutile by tombe par maniere de dire dans le neant* 
Reply to Chaumont p. 63. Would it be in vainin a Lutheran, and 
was. 1t not ſo in the Fathers? And 1s it without reaſon then 
that which Calvin ſaith, de Chriſtiana pacificatione 1r. c. Cum it 


celeſti gloria reſideat Chriſtus, quiſquis alio ſe convertit ejus adoran- 


d; cauſa, ab iþſo diſceait? which 1s moſt true, if Chriſt be only 
19 heaven: he that worſhips Chri/t or his Body there where he 
confeſſeth it 1s not, nor any thing ele ( relating to it) that 1s 
capable of ſuch a worſhip as he gives, ſeems to. me to- have no 


objeC&tat all of his worſhip. For divimme worſhip ſutes not: to the. 


fin; and there 1s nothing elſe there (in his opinion-)- to grve 1t 
to. To worſhip Chriſt as 7here, muſt be, to worſhip ſomething 
there as (7; we-worſhip Chriſt upon the A/rar, 1. e. we wor- 
ſhip Chriit in Feavex, upon the motive of ſomething repreſentmg 
him upon the Altar, 1s too. forc'd a paraphraſe of the Fathers ex- 

preſſions. | 
To? To[C] itis granted. To | » | namely, that thoſe of the fourth 
To.n. opinion, contrary to the-practice of the Fathers, worſhip not on- 
@oncerning ido. ly Chrilt that 18 preſent, corporally preſent, with the ſymbols, but 
latry imputcd by holding Tranſubſtantiation ) the very ſubſtance. of bread in 
- wm me _ ſtead of Chri#7, and that all ſuch worſhip ( however qualified) 1s 
ey *« ! wap zdolatry ; much 15 to be ſaid, and rather becauſe Monſieur Dale 
church warſhip an Eminent man ( 1n his Apohogy for the Reformed Churches, late- 
not Chit as 1y publiſhed in Znglſh) hath ſingled out this point fron all the 
eorporally pre- reſt, upon which chiefly to ground a neceflity of ſeparation from 


ſent ia the. $5- a t. | ; i aps 
web (5y former Church, and of excuſing the ſeparaters from Schiſm. 


holding T: an* . 6 * n 
ſwbRantiation ) the Sacrament inflead of Chrit-: and whether ail ſuch woiſifp however qualified be iao+ 


tatry ? ; 
| Now to-make way for whatT have to ſay ; firſt I will premiſe 
s ſome concefaons of Monſieur Daille's, who hath very diligently 
| argued this point, and then ſome conceſſions (on the other {1de) or 
qualifications ( 1n their adoration) of the Tranſubtantiliſts; by 
both which I conceive the heayy imputatjon of commitring 746- 

iatry, that is laid upon them, may be much hghtned. 


Firſt 


mm os. 
ere Be che ear. 


= REES 


A Diſcourſe on th EUCHARIST, 


27. Firſt therefore Daille grants (which yet I do not preſs fo Jy. Daille's 
much, becauſe he ſaith ſuch things, as becaule in. reaſon no man Canceſſions. 


can ſay otherwiſe ) an enorme difference (as he calls 1t ) between 
worſhiping Chri/t or the body of Chriſt 1n the Sacrament , and 
worſhipping the Sacrament ; ( lee 24. Reply to Chaumont, p. 29.) 
and this, tho we mean the firſt of worſhiping his #ody as really 
preſent 7», or with, the Symbols. 

2. Of which worſhip of Chryft as preſent, he holds that it is 
not 7zdolatrous at all, becauſe 1t hath no direftion to any cbjec# 
Aow-adorable ; but (to uſe his own words ) ſeulement vaine v5 
zuntile fy tombant par maniere de dire dans le neant, Sabuſant en 
cect ſeulement que par erreur elle cherche cet objet fy penſs [ em 
braſſer la, ou il u' eſt point. 1. Reply to Chaumont, p. 63. Sce 
likewiſe 12. c. of his Apoſogy, where he faith, © Had the Church 
&« of Rome obliged us only to adore Chriſt in the Sacrament, they 
© had not by this tied us to worſhip any creature. So he ſaith 
I. Reply. p. 20. Bienque nous ne crowns pas cette preſence d 
corps de Chrift dans les ſignes, neant-moins. nous u' eſtimons pas, que 
la creance en ſoit ſi criminelle, gu” elle nous oblige a rompre avec tons 
ceux, qui la tiennent---de fagon gue /t  eghſe Romain n' euſt eu aucane 
autre erreurgue celle la, nous accordons volontiers gu elle ne nous ent 
pas donne un ſuffiſant ſutet de nous ſeparer d' auec elle, come il par- 
orft de ce que nous la Ay es Lutheriens. 9ucll eft donc Ia cauſs. 
de notre ſeparation d auec elle? Þ adoration de Þ hoftie &c. 

3- He holds, that Adoration follows neceſlarily the tenent 
ef the preſence of Chrilt's body in the Euchariſt. Quunz au droir;, 
& qu' on le peut fy qu' on le doit adorer, attendugue le corps de Chriſt 
eft un ſuict adorable. Which ſhews Adoration to be rightly ground- 
ed on Chriſt's corporal preſence, be it after what manner ſoever, 
that of the Romaniſt, or that of the Lutheran; for le. corps de 
Chriſt eſt. ſuiet ardorable. Apol. 9. c. 

4: He reſolveth 4po/. 10. c. the Jews worſhipping before the 
Ark or foot{tool P/al. 99.5. and P/al. 132.7. into worſhiping 
God as eſpecrally preſent there upon the Ark ; ſymbolum. praſen- 
tie Dez, as Rivet calls it, or between the Cherubims. ver. 2, 
And if we compare | adorale ſcabefum | there, as. the Z*ukzar read 
it, with | adorarunt wiiulum, | Exod. 32.8;. to worlhip the zras 
God of 1ſrael in the Caff is judged 7do/atry, to worſhip the ſame 
God before the Ark or between the Cherubims, none. 

5- So he grants 4o/ 11.c. That when our Saviour was on 
2arth, a Diſciple's gtying 47s honour upon multake to m_—_ 

perſon: 
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perſon much re/emb/imz him, would be no zdolatry; fo ſuppoſing 
the conſecrated Hoſt truly adorable, ſhould one ſee one expoled on. 


the Aſcar that hapned wor to be conſecrated and worſhiped, nei- 


ther would {uch a perſon be guilty of zav/atry. So he pronounceth 
him #lamelefs, that ſhould give the honour and ſervice due to his 
rrue Prince to a ſubjef?, whom being very /ike he took for his 
Prince. See concerning Adoration, Þ. 1T. 

The ſame thing I conceive it 1s in apparitwons. Had S, John 
Rev. 22.28. taken the Angel for God appearing, (as ſome think 
he did, but the Angel quickly re&ified his miſtake, ) and ſo given 
him #vme honours, ſuch as Abraham and many other Sammrs 1n 
the Old Teſtament gave to the Lord appearing, this had bin far 
from an adt of zao/atry in him. So had Mary Magaalen, as ſhe 
took our Saviour for a Gardiner, worſhiped a Gardiner like 
apparrelled xc for our Szvoar, 1t had bin no zdo/atry. 

But faith Dai/le, ſhould any worſhip the Sun for Feſus Chri/t, 
as S. Auſtin mentions ſome that did, or the Virgin Mary for a 


Goddeſs, as the Co/llyridians are ſaid to have done, theſe will be 
guilty of high Idolatry. I add further; Should any worſhip 


not only an zmaze, but (which Dr. FZammond hath obſerved 1n 
his Treatiſe of /dolatry, ſed?. 4.7.) any glorified Saint or Angel, by 
e1ving any of God's atrribuzes to them; as, the knowledge of the ſe- 
crets of mens hearts, and of all other paſlages in this lower world, 
and the abr/ity likewiſe of working miraculous eftefts as they 
pleaſe ; and both theſe, not from G-9d's communicated, but their 
9Wn Originil, power ; and ſhould addreſs his prayers to them, as 
fancied {fuch by him; this man will certainly be an 7av/ater. 

| Now the reaſon Dae gives 1n the ſame 11. chapter pol. why 
in this worlhiping the creazure for God or Chri/t, ſome are zdvlaters, 
lome not, | by /do/aters, T mean /mful and formal idolaters, as 
{ome call them ; for note, that it is no otherwiſe 1n zablazry than 
1n other ſins, there may be a material att or real adultery without 


fault; ſuppoie another. man's wfe conveyed into the bnusband's 


bed 1nftead of his own, as Leah was once into Jacobs : ſo the real 
killing of his neighbour without any guz/t; ſuppoſe by the mif- 
carrying of ſome inſtrument a man 13 uſing in his vocation : and 
herc an z2norauce of {uch a fact, without any faulty error in the 
judgment, or obhquity of the intention,exculeth the ſin: ] Dar/te's 
realon therefore for dl 
*ateriafly may alio be called ſo, 1s, not the good intention to wor- 
ip only him who 1s truly God or Chryft, or the opinion and ar” 
| | ie 


ſtinguiſhing gu/rp idolatry from that which | 
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lief they have, that the ſabje# they worſhip 1s truly ſuch, (ſor 
this (as he in that Chapter, and other Writers copioully ex- 
preſs) 1s common to the worlt of /ao/azers ;) but the error or ig. 
norance of the judgment, from which flows this miſtaking pra- 
&iſe, as that 1s only afteted and culpable, or innocent and cx- 
cuſable. Of which thus he, in that Chapter, 7 avone, gue 1 je- 
norance excuſe la (1.e. in this very matter of /dolairy ) ou elle 
et involantarre, quand le ſuict, gue nous mesconoifſons, et tetlencat 
cache oyc. mais la, ou I tgnorance d'un objet procede nou de Þ obſcn- 
rite y difficulte de la choſe, mais de la malice, on de la weeligence 
de Þ homme, alors tant Sen faut, quelle excuſe, &c. So he laith, 
thoſe that worſhipp'd the Sur lor Chriff were unexculable, be- 
cauſe Þ zgnorance ae tous ces gens eſtoit viſiblement affefee toy 49- 


luntaire, nee de leur vice ſeulement, Gy non ae Þ obſcurite des choſes 


nh is gnorozent. Therctore alſo afterward upon this reaſon as 
e excuſeth him, that ſhould have worſhipp'd one reſembling 


our Saviour, or an unconſecrated Hoſt, gc. becaule nom [a paſſion 
on ſa non chalance avoit cauſe cette mespriſe, gc. So he blameth- 


the Romanii#, miſtaking and worſhipping the Sacrament for 


Chrift, becauſe / errear vient tout entiere de leur paſſion , oy 102: 


a aucune choſe _ ſait hors d' enx. 


6.. Mr. Dazlle grants ( which TI have touch'd before, ) That as: 
we may not reject the Communion. of any, for every erroneous. 
Tenent , when 1t offends againſt no principal or fundamental. 
point of Religion, fee 4po/. c. 7. ſo we may not rejett it for Er-. 


rors, tho deſtruQuive of a Principle, (fee pol. c. 9.) if it do' this, 
not 1mmediately and dire&ly, but by ſome conſequences. thereot: 
which conſegaences. allo are renounc'd, and the Principle {hill 


maintain'd by thoſe who hold the error. | Tho 1t you deſire 


my opimon of this : Firit, I fee not how any can hold a Prin- 
ciple, and yet hold a contrary Tenent that directly and 1mme- 
diately oppoſeth it; for no man 1s fo ſottiſh, as to hold two 
things dire&ly contradictory the one to the. other : See what he 
ſaith for this, when preſs d by Chaumont, in his ſecond Reply, 


. 81. So then, when any ones Tenent oppoſcth the Principle 


( which alſo he holds) by fome conſequence 1t mwuft be, and not 
be, point blank; Secondly, I ſee not, but that it one holding 
the Principle hold alſo another Tenent, which by a conſequence 
clear. and manifeſt to others, tho not to hm, ruineth the Prin- 
ciple, ſuch an one 1s to be rejected gc. as if he denied the 
Principle. And thirdly, The judgment of the clearneſs of ſuch cor- 


ſequences, , 
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* ſequences, private men mult leave to the Church and her Councils : 
Elſe two men, as interefſed and prepoſleſſed, ordinarily pretend 
contradiffories both to be clear. For example : If the Lutheran 
Tenent of the ab:guity of Chritt's humanity , or the Greek Te- 
nent of the Holy Ghos? not proceeding from the Son, ſhould ſeem 
to 2 General Council, the one, by a clear conſequence, tho not ac- 
knowledg'd by the Party, to ruine Chriſt's ?rue humane narure ; 
the other, to dellroy the Z7rmzizy : Such ought to be ſeparated 
trom as men not diſcerning this conſeguence, only from a ſome. 
way culpable and affeted 72norance. See what Dale ſaith of 
this, Rep. 2. p. 82, 83. | But (to return to Daze) therefore 
(ſaith he ) tho Azorazzon ſhould follow upon the Latheran Te- 
nent of Chrilt's preſence 1n the rtf g yet if they acknow- 
ledg no fuch nn or practiſe no ſuch thing, we may not 
for their error abhor their Communion. In which I may ad- 
vance one {tep farther ( with Dai/e's good leave, ) that, ſhould 
the Lutherans allo acknowledg the conſequence, and pratziſe ſuch 
a thing as Adoration of Chrilt as corporally preſent in the Eucha- 
Tiſt; yet for this neither 1s therr Communion refuſable : Becauſe 
ſuch Adoration oppoſeth no Principle ; but 1s at the moſt but: 
wv and inutile, according to Dai/le's own judgment, quoted 
before. | 

Obſerve here alſo from this Propoſition of Daz/e's, That he 
holds a duty of /eparation from the Communion of the Church 
of Rome, becauſe of their worſhipping the Euchariſt, tho they 
ſhould not enjoin 1t to any; becauſe we ought not to Commu- 
nicate with any ſuch, who acknowledg and profeſs a Doctrine 

b(f* or Praiſe clearly repugnant to a Principle, as he contends the 
| Roman Adoration is. As for the other cauſe of _ the 
enjoining this Practiſe upon men contrarily perſwaded, we ſhall 

ſpeak to it anon. Thus much for Dar/le. 


& XXXI. Next, To ſee what qualifications the Tranſnlſlantialits make 
The Roman concerning their Adoration. 
Qualificati- 1. Firſt, After Conſecration, they affirm not Chriſt's Body to 
ous Concern- be there alone ;,, but the Symbols allo to remain wth ze. This 1s 
2ng Adora ſhew'd before. _ 
Z202. z- They affirm the Symbols capable of ſome reverence, as be- 
ing holy things ; but not at all of dvine worſhip, as being Chriſt's 
Poay, tor they are diſtin&t from 1t. See Caf/and. Conſult. de Ador. 


L£uch.---Quce adoratio nou ad ipſum /1enum quod exterius _ 
e 
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ſed ad ipfam rem oy veritatem, que interius creditur, referenda e/t ; 
guamuis oy þ/t /igno, cujus jam virtus intelligitur, tanquam i e!i- 
groſo & ſacro, ſua veneratio debeatur. See Forbes his 'Yeſtimony 
of them, /. 2. c.2. /. 9. /n Euchariſtia mente diſcerneudum eſſe 
Chriftum a viſtbih ſizno aocent Romanenſes , fy Chriſtum quidem 
adoraudum efje non tamen ſaucramentum; quia ſpecies tle [ut 
res create, ye. Neque ſatis eſt quod Chriſtus ſub illts fit, quia etiam 
Deus eſt m anma tanguam m Te emplo [uo ey tamen adoratar Deus 
208 aniha; ut ait Suarez Tom. 3. 9u. 79. Art. 8. diſp. 65. ſe. rt. 
See Palar. l. 7. c. 11. n.7. Nam neque noſtri ( i.e. Romanilts ) d7- 
cunt ſpecies panis gy vim, hoc eſt accidentia illa efje adoranaa, ſed 
dicunt corpus Chrifti verum ty reale, quod ſub illts ſpeciebus latet, 
deberi adorart. 

Laſtly, See Bellarm. de Fnch. I. 4. c. 6. Species ie negue excel 
lunt ahis ſacramentis, imo ſunt inferiores omnibus, cum ſint pur 
accidentia, neque adorari poſſunt. Again, c. 29. Neque ullus Ca- 
tholicus eft qui doceat 1þja Symbola externa per ſe & proprie efje 
adoranda cultu latriz, ſed ſolum veneranda cultu quodam minori ut 
ommibus ſacraments conventt., Where allo he ſaith, thoſe Z7he- 
7ans, that hold Chriſt adorable in the Sacrament, only 22040 /0- 
guenai a Catholicis difſenutire. And whereas many are offended, 
lee Tayhr, p. 365. that he puts in p! per ſe ty proprie | and holds 
the Adoration of Chriſt a/:guo modo pertinere ad Symbola : Yet 
I. This 1s no ſtating of the Church in any Council. 2. Nor an 
univerſal Doctrine of the Roman Dottors ; ſee Forbes . 2. c. 2. 
J. 11. Sententia ita Bellarmimi plurimis Dottoribus Romanenſibus 
aiſplicet. 3. He doth afterwards ſuck up again, or ſuſpend what 
he had ſaid before, in the concluſion, where he faith, Qurcgnid 
fit de modo loguend, ſtatus gneltionis non eſt nift, an Chrijius im [u- 
chariſtia ſit adorandus cultu /atrice. 4. Laſtly, If examin'd clofe, 
the matter 1s not great, for he faith only, that we worſhip Chraft 
in the Eucharilt, veſted with the Spbols, as a Diſciple worſhip- 
ed him on Earth , his Divinity clothed with Humanity, and 
that again clothed with Garments, without making 1n the act 
of his Worſhip a mental ſeparation of his Humanity from 1s 
Clothes, or of his Deity from his Humanity. When yet, farch 
he, rat adorand! (7. e. with ſupreme Adoration ) ur erant yeltes, 
7mo nec ipſa humaniras, ſed ſolum divmitas. So then; at the worlt 
he affirms no more Worſhip due to the Symbols in the Euchariſt, 
than to Chrilts Garments, when he was on the Earth. 


: P 3 They 
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3 They denv alſo any Divine Worſhip due to the ſubFance 
of the Fread, as well as to its ſpeczes, or ſymbols : which ſubſtance 
of Pread many of them at leaſt hold, to be chang'd, both for 


form, and allo matter ; that 1s, to be annihilated, and nothing at 


all thereof to rex:am. Catholici cum negent, ſaith BeHarmin, panem 
in Sacramento remanere, guomoado poſſunt afſerere agJoratpiray ? De 
Ench. I. a. c. 29. Perperam earroargue (7.e. the Tenent of it, 
{aith Forbes) Romanenſ/ibus a pleriſgue Proteſtantibus objicitur, 
illt idolatrie craſſiſime gy. imſumulantur ; cum credant panem con- 
fecratum non eſſe amplins panem pc. I. 2. c. 2. f. 9. ---Tilenas there 
quoted /. 10. 7 amet/i hi panems ( ex fententia Proteſtantium ) ado- 
rant, non tameu panem adorandum efſe difitant. They deny any 
Divine Worſhip due to Bread; 2.e. to any thing which whallt 
they aftirm to be Chriſt's Body, they acknowledg allo to be Bread 
(as thoſe, who worſhipped the Sun for Chrif?, or the Molten Calf” 
for the God that brought them out of Z#gypr, aftirming theſe {Hill 
to be the Sar, and a Molten Calf) for they hold it 7mpoſſeble, and 
involving contradifion, That the Bread, remaining Bread, ſhould 
alſo be the Yoay of Chriſt ; and much urge the Lutherans for 
faying, Hic Pants eſt Corpus meum. 

Therefore alſo they ſay, That ſhould they worſhip Bread for 
the Body of Chriſt, they ſhould be the greateſt Zdb/arers in the 
World. Burt yet this, I conceive, they ſay not ; That ſhould 
they worſhip Chrilt's Body as being under the accidents of Pread, 
and yet indeed x97 his Hody, but the Pread zt ſelf be ſtill under 
thoſe accidents; that fo alto they ſhould be the greateſt 7db/aters 


that ever were. For this their very Adverſaries, leſs partial to 


their care, yet will not ſay of them. Nor do they fay it of them- 
{elves ; tor PBe/larmin, ſpeaking of one miſtakingly Adoring an 
unconſecrated Foft , faith, Adoratio ex intentione potiſſumum pen- 
aer . rare ge | talem | panem adorat, quod certo credat non eſſe 
panemn, fed Chriftum, 7s proprie &» formaliter Chriſtum adorat, non 
Punem, de Fuch. {| 4.c. 30. Thus much that 478)argiva taken 


' in this tenic, not that & fudfo they do worſhip, but that allo they 


hold a wr fh;p of the Pread, cannot juſtly be objected to them. 
2. They uſe the phraſe indeed of wor ſhippoug the Sacrament, 
and that ſpeaking of Divine Worſhip ( which phraſe allo 1s us'd 
by the Ancients, ) ſee Conc. Trid. Sefſ. 13. c. 5. Ommes Chrifti fi- 
deles pro more m Catholica Eccleſia ſemper recepto, latria cultum, 
gut vero Dee debetur, huic ſant7if}imo Sacramento in veneratione ex- 
n:beart, But by it they.mean, the worſh:pprug, not of any thing 
w/ible 
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viſible or ſenſible in the Sacrament, nor of any ſubſtance inviſible, 


that 1s ot Chriſt, ( for theſe they expreſly make uncapable of 


any ſuch worſhip,) but only the hoy of Chrilt preſent mwuiſibly, 
znipaſſibly, &c, after the manner deſcribed before, not of the S4- 
crament as it implies the /1znum, but only the /renificatum, then 
there alſo rea/ly preſent. 

See therefore that expreſſion of Conc. Trid. ( now quoted} ex- 
plained, both by the reaſon immediately following, Nam lum 
eundem praſentem in co adefje credimns, guem Pater eiernus intro- 
ducens &c dicit, Et adorent cum omnes Angel, Heb. 1. and moſt 
clearly in the following Canon, to which the Anvathema is affixed, 
tor thoſe who denied ſuch adoration to be due, Car. 6. which 
runs thus ; $7 guis dixerit in ſandto Fuchariſtie ſacramento Chri- 
ftum unigenttum Det filium non eſſe cultu latria etiam externo ado- 
randum &c, Anathema ſit. This 1s obſerved by Father Pan/, in 
his hiſtory of that Council, 4.. /. pag. 343. © The manner of ſpeech 
* uſedin the 57h point of doFfrine, laying, That divine worſhip 
* Was due 70 the Sacrament, was noted allo for improper ; fince 1r 
*1s certain, that the thing /i2nzfied or contemed 1s not meant by 
© the Sacrament, but the thing Herifying or contaming ; and there- 
©fore it | z.e. the manner of ſpeech | was well corre&ed in the 
*6th Canon, which ſaid, that the Son of God ought to be _— 
mn the Sacrament: Obſerved allo and preſſed by #. Sana Clara, 
(Enchiridion _—_ Dal. 13.) < Tts true (faith he) that in the 
* 57h chap. the Fathers ſay, that tbe Sacrament is to be adired; 
© but here 1n the Canon they ſpeak more ſtridtly, and the reaſon in 


 ©the Chapter 1s the ſame, nam i/lum eundem Teum &. And clie- 


where ( 3d. dialogue) he ſhews where the expreliions differ ( for 
which he names, beſides this place, the 2. Canon of 6. Se. com- 
pared with 7. chapter, ) © Our obligation to be to the Caron not the 
< Chapter ; * becauſe the chapter rather declares the dot#rme to be 
< defined , than contains the defmition it ſelf, netther 1s framed in 
©the ſtile of Concihary definitions with Anathema's; and * becauſe 
© the Council of Trent it felf doth ſeem to put a d7fference between 


*theſe two, ( Sef/. 14.c.3. of Extr. Union, hac fint que &c.) 11 - 


* making a further Commination for violation of the dodrines of 
the, Canons than of the Chapters. Obſerved alſo by Grot. in his 
Apolog. Rivet. aiſcuſſio p. 79, where alſo he notes Belarmin's fore: 
quoted paſlage, that the controverſy. between the Catho/rcks and 
Lutherans was only 1m modo loguenal, in ſaying, the Sacrament, or 
Christ im the Sacrament, was to be nn ; and to this nothing 
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is replied by Pzver, and it appears that that indeed 1s ſaid by them 
which Daze wiſheth. pol. 12. c. 


Sce Dr. Holden de reſol. fidei 2.1. 4. c. Tn hoc ſacroſant?o Encha- 


riſtie ſacramento Chriſtus unigenitus Dei films cultu latrie adorandus 
e/t, and this 1s all (faith he) that in this matter 15 fide Catholica 
credendam. See Dr. Tailor, Liberty of Prophecy, 20. 8. 16. n. © Now 
£1t 15 evident that the obje&t of their Adoration ( 2.6. the Romanifts) 


©<that which 1s repreſented to them in their thoughts , their 


© minds, their purpoſes, (by which God principally, it not ſolely, 
< takes eſtimate of humane aCtons) in the Blef{led Sacrament, 
©is the only true and eternal God hypoſtatically joined with his 
© holy Humanity, which Humanity they believe actually preſent, 
© under the veil of the Sacramental /iens. 


Add to this, that the ſame argument Dale, Apol. g. c. urg- 
eth to prove, that we may not worſhip the Sacrament becaute 
Chriſt 1s 1n1t ; namely this, that Chr/t is in the faithful as in his 
Temple, yet may we not adore the faithful: the ſame they urge 
to the ſame purpoſe. See the former quotations out. of Suarez, p. 
200. Now 1t Mr Dale ſay, that the word Sacrament cannot pro- 
perly be applied to only Chriſt's Boay, or the thing /z2nified, ab- 
{tracted from the S722 , I ſhall accord willingly ; but then we mult 
accuſe the Church of Rome, not of an erroneous tenent for this, 
if ſhe expound to: us her or7hodox meaning, but of an zmproper ex- 


preſſion. 


And for that which he ſaith 1, Reply. p. 22. That if the word 
Sacrament inthe Council of Trent ſignified nothing beſides Jeſus 
Chrift formally and preciſely, then we might aftirm gue /e ſacra- 
ment eſt la. aut batx cieux a la dextre de Dien; I] anſwer that | pre- 
ciſely | is to be taken, as, tho not involving beſides Chriſt any other 
{ubje&, yet 7:c/1ding beſides Chriſt the manner of his preſence, 
which 1s not natural in the Sacrament as. it 1s in. the Hea- 
Ven s. 


5. Therefore alſo they ground adoration ( a thing Card. Peron 
much infiſteth upon in his reply to King James ) not on Tranſub- 
F#tantiation, (tho both Tranſub/tantiation and one FEY in- 
volyeth at, ſo that either of theſe po/iza.ponitur adoratio, ) as if _ 

ald 


Dr _ 


'A Diſcourſe on the EUC H ARIST. 
lata Tratiſubſtantiatione rollitur Adoratio, but on real preſence ; 
which in general 1s agreed on by the Lutheran, together with 
them. Which adoration they affirm due with all the ſame- cir- 
cumſtances wherewith it 1s now performed , tho Chriſt's Foay 
were preſent with the ſymbols, neither as under the accidents of 
bread as they ſay, nor under the (ub/tance of bread as the Luthe- 
rans ſay; but, after ſome other unknown manner diltin& from 
both: and if they were convinced of the error of Tranſub5ar. 
ziation, and of the truth of tbe preſence of the ſabſtance of the 
bread unchanged ; yer, as long as not confuted in the point of rea} 
preſence, would they nevertheleſs for rhis continue to adore the 
{elf ſame objed? as now 1n the felt ſame p/ace; namely the body of 
Chriſt {till preſent there with the ſymbols, and therefore there ado- 
rable, tho preſent after another manner thanthey imagined. 


See the arguing of Parneſius a Romaniſt, Forbes 2. /. 2.c. 12.5. 
Corpus Chriſti 1b1 eft cum pane vel permanente vel tranſeunte, ung 
vel alio modo &c, per conſequens non elt idololatria adorare Chriftum 
thi in Euchariſtia realiter praſentem. See in Conc. Trid. 13.s. 5. c. 
the reaſon immediately following the requiring of adoration: Nans 
lum eundem Deum praſentem in eo (ſacramento | adeſſe credimas, 
guem Pater introducens &c. 


F therefore the Church enjoyns theſe three 1. to believe 
Chriſt's corporal preſence in the Sacrament, 2. to believe 7ranſub- 
ftantiation, for the manner of that preſence, 3. to adore Chrilt as 
being. there preſent ; it follows not that ſhe enjoyns the 7Zhird in 
order to the ſecond, but may only in order to the rf, as it being 
(without the /econd') a ſufhcient ground thereof. As is ob- 
ſery'd in the ſormer D!ſconrſe of the Euchariſt. 


Theſe conſiderations premiſed, 1.Therefore now ſuppoſe Tran- 


1s no way fruſtrated, but {ty warrantable, and to be continued. 


2. Suppoſe not only TranſubFantiation, but real preſence an Suppoſe Corno. 


error; ſuppoſe the Zread after conſecration to remain in ſub- 4! preſeice an: 
error, yet theer: 
: | Adoratioz 10 Tiudlatry, 


| Hlauce. 


i0g 


yg. XXXIT: 

S proſe Trane 
: age ſu>ſlartiation 
ubſtantiation an error; yetit the tenent of corporal or real preſence vo be a1 errav , 


( as held by the Zuzherans or others) be true, the ſame adoration + pe 
awſut, if Core- 


poral preſence 


1zO 
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tance unchanged, and our Saviour after no manner at all preſent 


corporally ;, yet I do not {ee (after the foregoing concellions and 


qualifications well weighed, eſpecially thac wherein they profeſs 
adoration not of the Sacrament, or any part thereof, but ol Chri/t 
m the Sacrament) how the adoration of Chriſt, as preſent there and 


that as under the accidents, and in the room of the ſubſtance of 


the bread, ( tho I have ſhewed that ſuch a guazenus 1s required of 
none 1n their adoration) can amount to zdo/atry ; which to ſhew 


1. Firit, compare this 77/taking worſhip of the Tranſubſtantta- 


{3ts with any other granted 7dolarries of the Heathens, Jews, or 
Chriſtians ; and we ſhall find no inſtance of any, the ſnbtleſt 1do- 
lJatry, that ever was, but 1n 1ts guilt or error much diftering from 
this. The moſt ſubtil of Idolatry Heathen, T think 1s that, (as it 
1s expounded by Maximus Tyrius, dal. 39. mentioned in Dr. /Zam. 
{dol.17.s.) that they beltowed their worſhip only on the Gods to 
humane eyes 2#vi/ib{e, and uſed Tmages only as /igns and 7okens of 
their honouring them, and hefps of their infirmity to remember 
them gx. Of Zewhh Idolatry, was that of worſhiping the 7r«e 
God in the go/den Calf, and thoſe other ſet up. afterward in Dar 
and YBethel. Of Chriſtian Idolatry, I find theſe mentioned : that 
of worſhiping the B. /7rgn for a Goddeſs, of the Sun as being Chr/t, 
of Saints or Angels, (it ever any ſuch worſhip were, for I find 
only ſuch a caſe put in Dr. Hammond, dol. 4.7.5.) communicating 
God's a?7ributes unto them, (as 1s expreiled above p. ) of Omm- 
joy, Omnzpotence, which thing makes indeed not ove but many 

Gods. | 
But as for the fir/t of theſe, the Feathens, whatever reſpe&t 
they gave to the /mages, it's certain the Gods they worſhiped 
were, not oze and the rue, but many and falſe ; whillt they grol- 
ly and ſtupidly erred ( even 7yrias amongſt the reſt) in many of 
the Divine Attributes ; tho alſo, as Dr. Zammond ſaith, the afi- 
ons of the many were very unlike Tyri#s his ſpeculations. As 
for that of the eres, Dr. Fammond's opinion is, we 34, 35, 36- 
that they worſhiped not God only, but the /dol-calf alſo, as, upon 
Aaron's Conſecration animated and inſpirited by God, (as the Hea- 
then alſo conceited of their Idols,) and fo fitted to ſupply MHoſes's 
place; and go before them and be their Conductor ; and the ſame 
1s to be thought of Zeroboam's Calves, ſee 1 Reg.12.28. As for that 
of the Chritzans, thoſe who worſhiped the Sun for Chrif? were 
not excuſed by their good zntentions, becauſe moſt wilfully and 
groundleſly nz7/72ken in their judgments ; in which I ſhall =— 
the 


A Diſcourſe on the EUCHARIST. © 
the Tranſubſtantiahſts not to run parallel with them. The 4wor- 
ſhippers of Angels, as fuch, err allo groſly in the Divine Attri- 
butes ; but no ſueh cung 18 1mputed to the 7 ranſubſtantialists. 

2. Again, Theſe 7dolaters generally in their worſhippmg, when 
they took ſuch a -v:/ib/e thing to be Gd, they deny'd it not to 
be the thing ſtill. They aftirm'd the mages, the Calves, the Sun 
they worſhipped, to be Calves, and Gold, to be the Sun and Tmages 
{till, without ſuppoſing them. to be annihilated, and God ( not 
miſunderſtood by them in any of his Attributes) to be inſtead 
thereof. An Error therefore ny like theirs would it be, Tt any 
in the Euchariſt ſhould acknowledg the read to remain, and 
wor ſhip that Bread, no way ſuppoſed alter'd, tor his Chrift : Which 
none do; or if they do, they are confeſs'd by all to be 7dola- 


Z7ers. 
3 But yet further; Theſe 7ao/aters in worſhipping a Creature 


for the Creator, groſly imagined in their blind Judgments a thing, 


no way poſlible : And God not only was 07, but could not be, 


ſach a thing as they ſuppoſed ; but a Creature may be the PBoay- 


of our Lord ; and many of thoſe, who deny 7ranſubſtantiation, 
yet grant a poſlibility thereof : And when we worſhip the rue 
Beay of our Lord, it 1s a Creature we Adore, tho by the ZHy- 
Poftatical Union to the Derry, it 1s capable of ſuch Honour. So 
that in all the 7av/atrous Yorſhips that can be nam'd, tho their 
mntentions might be good, in direfmg their Adorations only to. 
what they thought the zrue God; yet were their Judgments in- 
comparably beyond the 7ranſub/tantzaliſts culpably and ſtupidly 
( Rom. T. 22,23.) erroneous to think ſo. And extremely were 
they alſo miſtaken ( from which the 7Tranſubantialiſts are granted 
moſt clear) in many of the Divine Attributes and Proper- 
ties. 

4+ But now 1n the laſt place: Suppoſe that the Zſraehzes did 
in no manner «ref their worſhip to the Calf, but only to the 
God of Tſrael, as fuppos'd by them, after ſome peculiar manner, 
there preſent ; or ſuppoſe, that they held the Caf no more to 


Fit 


be there at all, but the God of 7ſrac/ under the outward appearance- .. 


thereof : So likewiſe, That the Chriſtians worſhipping the Sun, 
held firlt a 7ranſubZantiation thereof into the Boay of our Lord : 
Yet will it not follow, 'That if their worſhip thus qualified would 
{till be 7gblazry, therefore the Tranſubſtantialif?s Adoration 18 10, 


becauſe ( according to Mr. Daz/le's fifth Conceſſion), from = 
proba-. 
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probability or unreaſonableneſs of the grounds and motives of our 
perſwaſion , the like pratzice zs, or 7s not {aplatry. 

For, as the Zſrae/ztes Adoring God as ap wp" after a peculzar 
manner in the Golden Calf was 7dvlatry ; So the {ſraclites Adoring 
God as after a peculiar manner preſent or dwelliune between the 
Cherubij;zs, or upon the Ark (calld his Fortoo/) was not fo. 
Or, to inſtance in mating worſhips : Tho the 7ſrachtes wor- 
ſhipping God as pecultarly preſent in the Calf, when as there was 
no ſuch matter, was /dolatry ; yet the Lutherans worſhipping 
Chri/t (ſuppoſe they did it ) as preſent after a peculiar manner in 
the Euchariſt, tho indeed he be not there, 7s not ſo ; but only 
an Adoration vane gy mutrile tombant en neant. Again, tho the 
Chriſtians worſhipping the Su for Chriſt, tho ſuppos'd by them 
not the Sun, but Chriſt, were Zaolatry ; yet when our Saviour 
was on £arth, a Diſciple's worſhipping a meer man, very like 
him, for 4792, would not be ſo. See Dailk's reaſon for it in his 
fifth Conceſ/. Why then 1s the 7Tranſul/tantialift an Idolater in 
his Account ? See c. It. of his Apol. becauſe Perrear de ceux gy. 
vient tout entiere de leur paſſion, y 4 non d'aucune choſe, gui ſoit hors 
deux. Here therefore lies all the trial of their Zablarry ; 
Let 7h7s be diſputed, 7hzs judged of by indifferent. perſons. For 
this, let what 1s ſaid before 1n this Paper be well conſider'd; 
and what ſhall be ſaid by and by. 


1, For Firlt: Suppoſe they ground Adoration on real preſence 

( whatever becomes of 7ranſubitantiation, ) the miſtake of this 
ground (7z.e. of real preſence) will be excuſable in them; for, in 
the Lutherans 1t 1s 1o. But ſuppoſe the ground of heir Adora- 
tion be the Tenent of 7ranſubſtantiation ; yet after a granted poſ- 
ſibility thereof, the Tradition of Antiquity, in Expoſition of the 
Scriptures concerning the Zucharift, to much favouring ( ſome 
way or other ) a ſubſtantial converſion ;, and in after times, when 
this point grew to a debate, the Deci/ton of Conncils (the firit of 
which was before A.D. 800. Conc. Nc. 2.) for ſuch a conver/ton ; 
if in ſome of them, not the ſame Tranſubfantiation, yet as 
ſtrange ; the reception of ſuch Deci/zons by the ſucceeding Ages 
of the Church Univerſal ( Zaftern, Yeftern, ) till Luther's time, 
(and ſince his time the aftirming ſtill in general of a Corporal 
preſence with the Symbols, by a conſiderable Party of the Reform- 
ed, I mean the Lutheran) (of the reaſonable ob/zgation of private 
FJadgments to which Determinations and Pratfices of the Church 
in 
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1n matters drvine, T have diſcourſed elſewhere.) Theſe motives, 
T1 ſay, (however Daze paflerh over them in that 11. cap. with a 
light foot, red ucing all to a /aſeule authorite du Pape ty de ſon Con- 
cite , and Dr. Taihr the like P. 346.) will ſufficiently ſhew, thar 
their miſtake 1s not #7 errear, gui, vient tout entiere de lenr paſſion, 
gy non d' aucune choſe qui ſoit hors d'eux. Surely no practice can 
be zdolatry, where 1s no malignant or heretical opinion of God or 


our Saviour : but {uch corporal preſence 1s not 1n Dale's, nor Tran- 


ſubſtantiation 1n many other Proteſtants opinion. See beiore. 

2. Compare we this Sake worſhip of the 7ranſub/tantialift 
with thoſe takes mentioned in DazHe's 5th. conceſſion, which, 
tho worſhiping of the meer creatare for Chrift, yet are excuſed by 
him from 7zav/azry; and we may find 27 no lets excuſable than 
they. 

For tho 7hzs hath not the ſame reaſon drawn from ſenſe, 7z. e. a 
corporal /rmilitude; yet 1t hath another (ſuppoſed) ſtrong enough 
to ground {uch practice upon, z.e. divene revelation, as interpreted by 
Keeleſraſtical anthority. Tho indeed the miſtake of the Tranſub- 
ftantialit 1s not ſo much as ones miſtaking of a thing /zke Chrilt for 
Chriſt, becauſe he worſhips nothing w/b/e at all , nor any thing 
inviſible wherein thoſe accidents which he ſ{eeth do inhere ; but 
only ſuppoſeth Chritt's body preſen?, where his ſenſe can no way 
{ufhciently inform him (ſince /afvis phanoments this preſence 1s 
poſſible) when it 1s ab/er. | 

3. Laltly, compare we this 927/akine worſhip of the Tranſub- 
flantialiſts with that of the Conſub/tantialifts, and I think we 
ſhall find no reaſon to accuſe the one of flat zab/atry, whillt the 
other of 7u7:/izy or vanity only; or to charge the one with a 
bad conſequent (which they renounce)of their erroneozs tenent, (as 
that conſequent is, [that they adore a pzece of bread,| from thar te- 
nent of the1rs,that the bread is aunih;/ated and Chriſt's Boay inſtead 


' thereof, notwithitanding they hold the pin no meer crea- 


Zure may be worſhiped ) whilſt we abſolve the other from 7hern, as 
long as they ceaſe to own 7hem, and hold the principle 7hey op- 
poſe. See Dazlle's cth. conceſſion. 


Thus far theſe two parties, the Tranſut/tantiali/t and Lutheran, F. XXXIVY. 


agree. I. That Chrilt 1s corpora/ly preſent. 2. That he may be 
worſhiped. 3. That no other object there but Fe may be wor- 
ſhiped ; not bread, nor any other meer creature. 4. That no- 
thing v/b/e 1n the Sacrament is Ze, or his Boay; which 1s [oe 

Q_ ent 


173 


214 A Diſcourſe onthe EUCHARIST: 

ent only i91/ibly, without any thing v/tble 1nhering or apper- 
—_ A it as the ſubje& thereof. : They difter only hs the 
manner of the preſence of this znvi/eble ſubſtance. The one ſaith it 
1s there together with the bread; the other faith zhere inſtead of 
the bread, and the breadaway ; a thing alſo poſlible, for any thing 
we know. The one ſaith, he 1s zZhere ads both the /ab/tance 
and acc:dents of the Bread; the other, there under the accidents 

only of the Bread. | 
Now whilit 4o7h. worſhip the ſame objef7 in the cages oh and 
veiled with the ſame ſen/eble accidents; yet the one adormpg him 
as being under the ſubſtance of Bread ( he not being there ) are 
freed from any 7av/azry in ſuch worſhip; the other adoring him 
as being under the accidents of Bread (he not being there) are 
made zdo/aters. Why lo? ſince they ſay and profeſs, that if his 
Body be not there under thoſe appearances, but the ſame ſub/tance 
ftull under them which was formerly, they confeſs it a creature, 
and renounce all adoration of it. Whereas therefore it is obje&t- 
ed, that the /w/?ance of bread only being in that place where they 
ſuppoſe Chriſt's Boay and not any bread to be, therefore in wor- 
ſhiping the thing in that place, they worſhip bread; thts were a 
Tight charge, 1f they affirmed that they worſhiped the ſubfarnce, 
that is in that place under ſuch acc:dents, whatever it be: but 
this none ſay; but that rhey worſhip it only upon ſuppoſition 
that it is Chriſt's Body and not bread, and that for this ſuppoſition 
they have rational grounds. Now ſaving that they worſhip it, 
becauſe it zs ſo; 1s Non if 1t be zo 1o they intend no worſhip 
to it. And this worſhip 15 like theirs, which Biſhop Andrews 
ſaith was rendred by feme formerly our of fear of a ſome-way de- 
tectve conſecration, $1 es Chriftus, te adoro; Reſp. ad Apol. Bell. 
1.c. Again, whereas 1t 1s objected, that a good zntention excuſeth 
not zdolatry, for fo the Sun-worlhippers, ſuppoſe they held a Trar- 
ſubftantiation, and thought Chriſt to be inſtead of the Swz, and 
thould ſay, $7 es Chriſtus te adoro, would be no zaolaters: this 
would be true, were their good intention. founded upon an excuſ- 
able and unaffected 1gnorance. But notwithi{tanding their 2u7en- 
Zion and [uppo/etion 1t remains zdolatry hill: not becauſe whillt 
thinking to worſhip ChrzF7 there, they de faf#o worſhip only what 
1s the 572 ; but becauſe they have no reaſonable motive to imagin 
{uch a thang, as that Chr/t 1s there, and by conſequence ſo. to a&t 
upon it; which the Tranſubſtantial/t. pleads he hath. This clear- 
iy appears, in that, ſhould Chriſt be worthiped by them, mw. as. 


A Diſcourſe on the EUCHARIST, % it5 
being inſtead of the /u&/?arce, but as being under the ſubſtance of 
the Sun, zolaters {t11] they would be ; yet none 'argue thence, that 
by Lutheran, in adoring Chrilt under the ſubſtance of the bread, . 
IS 10. | 


To conclude this point; If we look = the judgment of $. XXXRV. 
ra 


ſome Reformed writers concerning this 7ranſubliantiatory idola- 
try,1t 1s either not at all, or but faintly aſſerted by them. See 
Dr. Hammond of 7dol. ſefF. 64,55,66. where tho he doth not ex- 
" : cule it from being material (tho perhaps not in them formal) idola- 
7ry, yet he grants 1t to come much ſhort of the Idolatry of the 
Heathen, (contrary to the quotations he makes out of Cofteras, 
ſee#.62.) and how tar excuſable,ignorance,and that founding it ſelf 
upon the word of God 927/taken, may make it, he ſaith he will not 
determine ; and that he will hope,that 1t may be far from being ir- 
remiſlible to him, who hath reformed his other known fins, and 
for 2ll known and unknown is truly humbled. And indeed thoſe 
writers mult either allow it to be ſuch a gentle Idolatry, as that. 
the practice thereof died in, and 1t neither particularly confeſſed, 
nor repented of, yet excludes not from ſalvation ; or elſe they 
mult damn all thoſe who lived in the viſible communion of the 
C_ Catholick for five or {ix hundred years by their own con- 

elſion. 
n F Here'the ſame Dr. 7 azbr, that ſpeaks ſo vehemently againſt it, 
_ _ 1n Real Preſencep. 341. parallelling there (tho not proving 1t) the 
groſneſs and culpableneſs of the Roman, with that of the Feather 
idolaters: Yet n his /:b. of Prophecy 20. 5. 16, 17, 18. #. ſpeaking 
on this manner; © That the Romanilt giving worſhip to no undue 
© object, as the Heathen did, and if they thought Chriſt not pre- 
< ſent, being ſo far from worſhiping Bread 1n this caſe, that them- 
< ſelves profeſs it zdo/atry todoſo; this 1s a demonſtration, that 
< their ful hath nothing in it that is 1dololatrical. ---That 746- 
© latry hath ſo great a tin&ture and reſidency in the ww, that 
< from thence only it hath its being criminal, [I ſuppoſe he means, 
front the aw7/, as by 1ts perverſeneſs ſomeway againit reaſon, blind- 
j ing the judement. | © That the will of the Tranſubſtantralift hath 
[ ©nothing in it, but what 1s a great enemy to zdolartry: and nhl 
\ © araet in inferno ni/t propria Is <9 ---That a dvime worlhip 1s 
<g1ven alſo by them only to Chr:#7 ; but they differ and miſtake 
< ;nfinitely in the »arner of his prefence. ---Whillt all agree that 
© the Divinity and the Humanity of the So of God 1s the ultimate 
| © and adequate obje&t of diume adoration, incommunicable to any 
Q2 Crea- 
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creature whatſoever ; and they, before they venture'to paſs an 
c 2&t of adoration, believe the bread to be uv (Poe or turned in- 
© to his ſub/tance who may lawfully be worſhiped : and that they 
© who have ſuch thoughts, are as much enemies of zdolatry, as 
©they who underſtand better gr. ---For their motives to {uch 
c opinion, that they have a drvime revelation; whole literal and 
© grammatical] ſence, 1f that ſence. were'intended, ( he omzts, that 
© they alſo gather this ſence from Church Tradition,) would warrant 
hem to do violence to all the Sciences in the circle ; that 7ran- 
« ſubſtantiation being openly and violently againſt natural reaſon, 
© 15 no argument to make them disbeheve the 777279 &c, with as 
© much violence to the principles of natural and ſuparnataral Phi- 
Jolophy, as can be 1magineg to be in the point of 7ranſub/tant- 
© ation. 

Sce Spalato Rep. Eecleſ. 7.1. 11.c. Reſpondeo (ſaith he ) me nul. 
lum idololatricum crimen adoratione Euchariftie, fi refe diriea- 
tur intentio , agnoſcere. Aut enim docenut panem nou eſſe amplius 
panem, ſed corpus Chrifti, ill profeto panem non adorant, ſed ſolum 
_— (7.e. that his Fody 1s under the ſpeczes inſtead of the 
bread) licet falſa, ( Bilhop Forbes adds 2.1.2.c.9.5. non tamen hare- 
tZ1ca, aut impia, vel direfte pugnante cum fide ) Chriſti corpus vere a- 
dorabile adorant. See Biſhop Forbes 14. ject. where ſhewing the 
Greek and Eafteru Church, as well as the Roman, to ule 1t, he con- 
cludes ; urs an/zt omnes hos Chriltianos idololatrie arceſſere fy dam- 
#are? As for the concellions of Roman writers, of the groſnefs 
of their zdo/atry beyond any heathen, (that 1s, further than any of 
their adverſaries will charge 1t upon them, ) if the bread ſhould 
happen to remain, (if this be their meaning, and not rather, thar 
[ it they ex profe//o worſhip bread | ), they labour to advance it 
the higher, the more to ſhew the 2m2po//ib/tty that ſuch an error, 
for ſo many hundred years, in the univerſal Church of Chriſt, 
ailiſted by our Saviour to the end of the world, and the pillar of 
truth, ſhould be entertained ; thinking the grearneſs of this, if a 
crime, a good argument of the Chriſtians innocence therein : 


whillt perhaps 1n ſome maker matter ſhe might be liable to a. 


nultake. 


Thus much 1n anfwer to the former replies. Now to ſhew you 
yet more fully the reaſonable 920z77ves a Chriſtian may have, of /ub- 
1n:/ſton to the doctrine decided by Councils concerning 7 ranſub- 
$tantiation, or corporal preſence of Chrilt's Body with. the gan 

| an 


VP 


A Difconrſe on the EUCHARIST. 


and conſequently to the praftice of Adoration , which Dail/le 
grants du drozt to follow trom the other ; (fo that that tenent be- 
ing excuſable, this praftice 1s: nay, the omiſſion of the ſccond 
in one per{ſwaded of the jr/7,would notbe blameleſs:) I will in the 
laſt place give you a ſhort account of the progreſs of the doctrine 
of the Euchariſt, after the more primitive times, and ſo conclude 
this Diſconrſe. 

1. Ti2granted by Mr. Blonde), that there was no difference in, 
nor any alteration of, this do&rine, till in the Zaftern Church 
after Joo. A.D. --1n the Zatm Church after 800. Sec 15.c. and 
18.c. Therefore in Gregory the Great's time, who flouriſhed 
Ann. Coo. there was yet no chayuze. Now he 1t was, that put the 
laſt hand to the Canon oi the Haſs, which 1s now uſed in the PRo- 


Man Church. See Chemmzt. exam. 2. part. p. 828; and ſee Dr. Field 


of the Church, Append. to 3. [1b. p. 188. where out of Durand's Ra- 
7Zionale he ſaith ; That Ambroſe out of the ancienter /7turgies hav- 
ing in ſome things enlarged and pertected a form, called atterward 
The Ambro/ian Service, and Celaſtus Biſhop of Rome likewiſe com- 
poſed another, Gregory and the Church of Rome entertained 
Gelaſins his form, Gregory having firſt added, detracted, changed, 
ſome things therein ; ( where note, that Be/Harmin de Miſſa 2.1.19. 
20. c. tells the ſtory a little otherwiſe, and ſaith, out of Diaconus, 
That Gregory Gela/tanum codicem coarfavit , ---and out of Grego- 
1y himſelt, Ep.73. 46.7. ſe reſlituifſe in Miſſa aniiquas conſuciudi- 
es, Oy ſuſtulifſe quedam gue poſtea irrepſerant ; but then he is noted 
by Draconaus and others, to have added de novo to the Canon on- 
ly thoſe words, | dzeſque neſtros in pace tua diſponas ;|) and the 0+ 
x Weſtern Churches 1till continued to uſe the Ambroftan Ser- 
vice: that Charles the Great afterward forced theſe Churches to 
leave off the Ambre/zan Service, ( tho in HMi/larn it 1s uled to this 
day,) and to uſe all one form, that of Gregory. 

Now this Gregorzan form, 1mpoſed for uniformity by Charl. 2. 
is verbatim the ſame with that now in uſe; as PeHarmin proves. 
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bid. from Alumnus. Andothers, who living before 8cc. and in. 


Charles the Great's. time, writ Zxpo/yzzons on the Canon of the 
Maff, as now 1t1s. But no alteration of the dodFrime ( Dailte faith ). 
was before 800. and Charles the Great and his Council at Franck- 
fort aſſembled 7594, who uſed this form, are reckoned by him or- 
thodox ; therefore alſo it any change. were made by Gregory, or 
the times after him, before Charles, (of which for the Canon, I find 


none alledged,) yet thoſe times bezng or/hodex , it could be no. 


change prejudicial to /ruth, Again 
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Again : The Gregorian Form, as now, agrees in the chief mat- 


ters with that form tet down by S. Ambroſe, de ſacram.g. l. x, 6.c. 
expreſſed alſo by Mr. Zoud. in the Margent 21. c. Therefore Be/- 
larmin in 2. de Miſſa 23, 24. c. juſtifies many things objected 
again{t the modern Caron, by ſhewing them to be in that ſet down 
by S. Ambroſe 200 years before Gregory : and this form again S..Am- 
broſe alledgeth ex antiquo ritu Eccleſie. Accordingly theſe men 
allo ſeem to juſtify the preſent Canon of the Xafs, it it be rightly 
underſtood. See Mr.  B/onael's concluſion, after he hath com- 
mented on the meaning of the modern Canon, 2z' y a7'-!/ (faith he) 
en tout cela, qui ne S accorde, a Þ eſcriture, au ſeus, a la raiſon, oy at 
teſmonaige de Þ Antiquite, cap.21. p. 453. And p.'457. he faith S. 
Gregory's Liturgy 1s en ſubſtance une meſme formulaire avec celuy, 
gui eft en uſage entr' eux. 

So Dr. Fie/d being engaged 1n the maintaining that Propoſition, 
{ That the Church before Luther, 7ho of the Roman profe 70N, were 
of the Proteſtant Religion |- (excepting ſome only, that then main- 
tained the modern Popery) juſtifies the Caron alſo, then and now 
uſed: even thoſe palliges thereof; of praying for the dead; and 
thoſe words in this prayer, des i/l;s locum refrigert, lucis, Gy pacis : 
and, of the commemorat10n of Saints, and that clauſe in 1t, quorum 
aneritis, precibuſque concedas, ut 1m omnibus protettionts tha munia- 
mur auxilio, (which merits, methinks, he interprets very well and 
orthodoxly,)and thus concludes his diſcourſe concerning it:<Tt ap- 
eareth by that which hath bin ſaid, that the Canon of the MHafs, 
*rightly underſtood, hath not, includeth not in it, any ſuch points 
of Romzſh religion, as ſome 1magin ; but in ſundry, yea in a/l the 
*capital differences between ws and them of the Roman tation, wit- 
nefleth for ws, and againſt 7hem. Append. to!3.1. 220, 221. &c. Is 
it not lawful then, now as heretofore, for a Proteſtant in opinion 
to frequent the Roman Service; eſpecially the Mafs, and then to 
adore &c, for ſo did their Anceſtor--Proteftants before Luther's 
time? for all did ſo. And if it be ſaid, that fo we mult now Live 
under an obligation alſo to the Corr. Trident. ſo did they to the 
Lateran &c, alter the four fir/t Councils; or if not they to hoſe, 
why we more to hs ? 


By this T think a Chriſtian may take the do&rines about this 
{ubject, which he finds in the Fathers before 700, or in the Canon 
of the Mafs, for authentical , and may rationally adhere to them; 
and that this Caro much fayours the Roman opinion , we have 


lome- 
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fome prejudice, in that whilſt others urge many arguments out of 
it, for their own fide, againſt the other ; yet, they only, whom we 
ſay it confures, retain 1t entire : andthoſe,whom, as they plead, it 
favours ſo much, have rejected it. | 


Now let us come to the 7:ze, when, after long peace in the 
Church about this matter, controverſy began firlt to appear 1n 
the world, concerning the doctrine of the Zucharit ; which by 
all, both Romaniits and Proteſtants, 1s agreed to be after 4. D. 
750. in the time of the Council of Conflantineple aſſembled by 
Conftantinus Coprouymus,and of the 2d. Ncene Council that follow- 
ed after Copronymnus's deceale. At that time, the conteſt about the 
lawfalneſs of oe m Churches &c (which were then very fre- 
quent) being on foot, this Conſtantinopolitan Council called toge- 
ther by the Zmperour, who vehemently oppoſed mages, amongſt 
other things, declared; That they acknowledged only one true ve- 
nerable Image of _ choſen by him to perpetuate his memory 
amongſt us &c, namely, that of the Zuchariff, See 2. Conc. Nc. 
AF.6. tom.3. and what I have ſaid of it before. 


Theſe expreſons falling from this Council concerning the Z- 
chariſt, were preſently reſented and oppoſed, firlt by Damaſcen,, 
then by 2. Couczl. Nice, called the 7th General Council, aflembled 
not long after the other ( Copronymns being now dead) under the 
Empreſs Zrene - who, againit the other, urged, That our Savzour 
faid not, Sumite, edite imaginem corporis mei, but, Accipite, ed;- 
ze, Hoc eft corpus menm;. and afhirmed, uegue Domimum, neque- 
Apoſtolos, neque Patres, incruentum-illud Sacrificinm, quod a Sacer- 
dore on imaginem dixiſſe, poſt ſantificationis conlecrationem, 
(but the conſecration by them probably 1s imagined to extend be- 
yond the words of 7uſtitution, ſee before. ) verum ipſum cor- 
pus fy ſanguinem + and accuſed the former Council of contradict- 
ing it ſelf; nunc quidem ſantum oy notabile noſtrum ſacrificium: 
zmaginem ſacri corporis Chriti, nunc autem ſacrum & drum cor- 
Pus aſſerentes. | 


This Council in the Zaff, was then oppoſed again by the Council 
at Frauckfort aſſembled by Cbar/es the Great in-the Heſt; which: 
Council mainly diſiking /mages, and ſeeing (as Dr. 7azlor conje- 
&ures) that if the Sacrament were an mage then it might be 
lawtul to give reverence and worſhip to ſome mages, (which __—_ 
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the praQtice then of worſhipzug the Sacrament) took part in this 
thing with the Conc. Nic. tho 1n other things they oppoſed it, and 
cenſured the Conſtantimopolitan expreſſions of the ZEucharzZt, 
muchwhat in the ſame language, asthat of Nice did. See Þlondel 


LI 7. C.Pag. 4TT. 


Here you ſee the 7 controverſy ; and it,not ſo much about /us- 

ftantial conyer/ion of the elements,as about the real or ſubſtantial pre- 
ſente of Chriſt's very hoy ; denied by the Conſtaniinopolitan Coun- 
c1l, (if that of Nice perhaps mi{-underſ{tood them not; ) afirm'd by 
Nice and Franckfort. The mnovation of Doctrine, *ſaith the Roma- 
-17/t,began in the Conft.Councal: (Primi (faith BeHarm.)gui veritatem 
corporrs Domini in Euchariſtia in guaſtionem vocabant erant iconoma- 
cha &c. de Fuchar. 1.4.1.c.)* faith the Proteſtant, began in 2.Conc.. 
Nic.by Damaſcen,and others ; ſee B/ondel 15.c. But as for the Conc. 
Francf. he contends, that tho 1t was dangerous in its ex refſions, 
yet, was 11 its opzn70us orthodox ; and inveighed againſt that of 
Conſtant. upon a miſ-underſtanding of their meaning. To reflec?. 
a Iittle upon this matter; you may obſerve, 1. F7r/t, that the 
Conſtant. conc. tho ſpeaking ſomewhat more diminuttvely of the 
Exchariſt than the other, yet ſeems toſay more than any Protze- 
ftant will allow, as 1s ſhewed betore. 

2/y. That it was an Aſſembly of Pzſhops, called together by 
that Zmperour that cauſed the Patriarch of Conſtantinople to be 
{icourged; aflented to by no Patriarch - which thing is objeted 
againſt it by the Conc. Nice, AFf.6. tom.1. 1n theſe words; Quomo- 
Ho anutem magna ty untverſalis, in quam neque omnes conſenſerunt, 
> relguarum Fecleſtarum prafetti non admiſerunt, ſed anathemate 
eam devoverunt ? Non habuit cooperarium (ut hac que nunc celebra- 
tar) Romanum Papam, neque il{ius Sacerdotes , neque per Vicarios, 
neque per provincuales literas, quemadmodum fieri m Synodis deber. 
umetiam negue concordantes habuit Orientis Patriarchas ; Alexan- 
armum, mguam, Antwchennm, & urbis ſane ſummos Pontifices, 
neque cum illis etiam myſtas & faceraotes. 

Thus Conc. Nice. Bur the ſame things are affirmed by the hiſto- 
rians of thoſe rimes ; as alſo, that this Copronymus was oppoſed 
tor demoliſhing zmages in Churches by the Con/tantinopolitan Pa- 
triarch, whom he thametully abuſed ; and his Father Leo 1/aurus 
excommunicated for the fame cauſe by Gregory the 3d, Biſhop of 
Fome. Belides this, to leflen the eſteem which may be had of 1t 
by the reforzed, I might name the 15. and 17. Canons thereof. 

| Whercot 
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Whereof the 15th runs thus, .S7 guts non confitetur {anfZam ſem- 
per Yirgmem Mariam quauis viſtbili fo mufvilt creatura ſuperig- 
rem, & cum ſmcera fide ejus mtercefſiones, tanquam gue libertatem 
apud eum, qui ex ſe genitus eſt, Neum habeat, nom poſtulaverit ; Ana- 
rhema. And the 17th Canor not unlike, S! guis ſanfforum oye. 
---rtterceſſiones non petierit, utpote qui libertatem apud Deum ha- 
beant, ſecundum Ficleſtaſticam Traad:tionem, pro munah intervenire ; 
Anathema. Which Canon, tho 'tis noted by the Second /Vicene 
Council ( 4.6. Tom. 6. poſt han editionem ſuam, (y%.) to have 
been left out 1n {ome later Copies of the Acts of this Council 
( thoſe times growing on after this Synod from oppoſing of Zmazes 
to deſtroying of RelrgPes, and denying of Saints [nterceſſioms | a 
thing not difallow'd by the Reforw'd,) and of calling them alfo by 
the name of Sazrzs | See the Authors quoted by Mr. Hede, A4p9- 
ftajie of later times, p. 131,135, ©. |) tho the Councils clear'd 
from any ſuch Decrees, both by Mr. Mede, p. 137, and by the 
whole Body of their Atts examined by the Second /Viceue Coun- 
ci], their ſevere Antagoniſts ; Yet it is clear, that it was one of 
the ultimate Definitions of that Council, ſince it 1s found, not 
in the firſt framing only (as Mr. MHede would have 1t, p. 135. ) 
but 1n that firſt Edition of their Ads, which was ſubſcribed by 
all the Council ( as appears in the Concluſion of AF. 6. 7 om. 6. 
of the Second Conc. Vic.) and which accordingly the Azcere 
Council undertook to refute, as not the firſt Draughts, but the 
Ratified Adcts of that Synod. - | 

3. That the Council which revers'd its Do&rine of the Eu- 
charift, was. General, and Confirm'd by all the Patriarchs. 

4. And laſtly, That the Council of Francfort allo, tho it night 
in ſomething miſtake the meaning of the Council of Conjtante- 
zople ( for which IT will not contend with Mr. Z/orael; tor fo 
perhaps did they of /Vice too nuſunderſtand 1t, ) yet peruſing the 
Dodrine of Nice, Cenſures not it at all, a far greater (if an) 
error ; but almoſt in the ſame phraſe with it, Blameth the other 
of Conſtantinople, ſaying , The myſtery of the Body and Blond »f 
our Lord was not now to be call d Imago, but Veritas ; usr Um- 
bra, bat Corpus. 
| Which word, and other expreſſions, that they imported not 
leſs than thoſe of Mice, may begſhrewdly prefumd trom Mr 
Blondes Conceſlion (c. 18. p. 415.) That within a few years 
after this Council follow'd a Change in the Euchariſt-Doctrine 
in the Welt ; a change, z.e. to this Tenent of Corpora/ woe 
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Now all thoſe things well weigh'd, let any one judg between the 
+5 "—* wing Council, and thoſe two that tollow'd, who are 
more likely to be the Innovators : or whoſe Deterniination a 
| good Subject of the Church, nor ſo able in ſuch high Myſteries to 
guide himſelf, ought rather to adhere and ſubmat to. 
& XL. Now to go on : This opinion of Damaſcen and the Council of 
\ The ftate of Nice, hath been owned, and embraced ever ſince, even to this 
\ the Greek day, by the Greet Church, without any oppoſition to it ; and 
Char /ince that not only as being theirs, but the Tenent alfo of all the 
\ theſe Comm Greek Fathers before this Councll, which alſo are frequently by 
| Czfs. ' them quoted for it. See this confeſs'd by Mr. Z/ondel c.16. p.3 99, 
' Therr adhe. 400: Le Concile de Nice 2. a impoſe une tacite loy aux Grecs po- 
rence ever ſterieurs; gut ont juſques a nos joars revere ſes decrets de parikr a 
' fence tothe fa mode; fy de renoncer (ſo he 1s pleaſed to ſay, but they pretend 
Doftrine of the contrary) en 1mitant ſes fautes, au ſtyle de la plus venerable 
Nic. Canc.2 antiguite. And then he reckons up their Writers ſince ( both an- 
cienter, and more modern ) concurring in this opinion ; naming 
among{t the ancienter, 7 keophyla& and Euthymius. See Sandys 
We/t. Reb. £ 233, 234. who confeſleth the Greeks to agree wath 
the Romanifts 10 7 ranſubſtantiation, Sacrifice, and the whole Body 
of the Maſs. 
See Dr. Potter, Char. Mifl. ſefF. 7. p. 225. where he ſaith, In 
' the opinion of 7ranſabſtantiation, the later Creeks ſeem to agree 
with the Romans; and juitifieth what he ſaith by many quo- 
tations 1n the Margent. See Forbes /. 1. c. 4. ſ. 2. who himſelt 
oppoling Tranſubſtantiation, yet, after many Authorities given, 
concludes that Section, Certum ef recentiores Gracos a Tranſub- 
antiationrs opintone non fuſe, neque etiamnum efje, omnino alienss ; 
hoſce autem omnes Chriſtiane pietatis cultores, hareſeos aut erroris 
exitialis dammare, mazgnue profetto audacia fy temeritatis efſet. So [.2. 
c. 2. f. 14. Graco! YVenetus viventes oy rehqui omnes Graci, etiam 
edorant. Chriftum im Euchariſtia, &y quis auſit omnes hos Chriſtianos 
idololatrie arcefſere f& aammare? 
To give you {ome of the Grecianexpreſſions ſince this Coun- 
cil. See 7 heophylat?, ( who liv'd in the Ninth Age ) in «Max. 26. 
Neu enim aixit, Hoc &t Figura, ſed hoc ef Corpus, meffabili enin; 
operation? transformatur, etiamſi nobis videatur pants: And in 1 Cor. 
it. expounding thoſe wordsg-ror dijudicans Cirpus Domini , he 
furth, 3! certores effemus quiſuam > quantus fit tle gui nobis irs 
conſperzu ngjacet, 7.e. m Altari, nulla ferme rei alterius ope indige- 
F214us, c. So ipeaks Occumentas o0n the ſame place. 
Ettn 
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Euthymins in Mat.26. Quemadmodum ſupernataraliter aNumptam 
carnem deificauit, /1 ita gui hiceat ; ita ty hac ineffabiliter trauſmu. 
tat m ipſum viuficum corpus ſuum.---See the Aniwer of the Gre- 
c7ans to the Cardinal of Ge, quoted before, and by Blondel 
P. 4c. and the Anſwer of Feremiah, Patriarch of Con/tantinople, 
to the Zurherans (who in their beginnings fought the ſupport 
of the Greczan Comminion, c. 10.) which Anſwer alfo may ſhew 
them, in the marer of Chriſt's preſence to differ, as from the 
Cahumiſtical, fo alſo from the Zutheran Tenent ; Anlia in hac 
parte de nobis referuntur, que nobis nullo patto probari poſſunt. Fi 
cleſie igitur ſantte illud judicium er, in ſacra cena, poit conſecratio- 
nem, panem 1m ilInd ipſum corpus Jeſu Chriſti, vinum im illium ſanzui- 
nem virtute Spiritus ſaner tranſire ty mmutars.---\on tanguam Cr 
pus illnd ſurſum tranſlatum de cel iterum defcendat ( blaſphemum 
enim hoc eſt, ) ſed ----transformatis oy tranſmutatis gratia Spiritus 
fant ty ejuſdem muyocatione ſpeciebus,---1þpſo guidem pane in yerum 
corpus Dommt, vino autem im verum ſangumem tranſeunte if 1mmu- 
tato. Again, ---7/lud ipſum verum corpus Chrifti ſub ſpeciebus fer- 
mentati pants centinetur. "Tis plain here, that as they hold cor- 
poral preſence, 1o not by way of Conſubtantiation, but Tranſmuta- 
F108. | 


As for thoſe paſſages in the Fhyentme Council, between the 


Greeks and Latms about this point, as 1t 1s there nam'd, ae d7y7a 
pants tranſmutatione, (which the Pope was ſo earneſt to have 
had then accorded between them ; but the Greczans, much worlted 
in the Controverſie concerning A #7/709ue, had no mind to enter 
into any further Diſputes, ) it was not whether this Tranſmutation 
*was, Or after what manner it was, but by what words, or 1n what 
place of the Prayers 1t was made ; as appears by thoſe words in 
that Council, following the Pope's propoſal,--de Pants autem rans- 
mutatione Latinis quarentibus car Greact poſt Dominica verba--- Acct- 
pite fy» manducate fyc. quibus verbvis Sacramentum confict dicitur, 
hac etiam utuntur oraiime---& fac panem quidem huns Honorabile 
corpus Chriſti tu1 gyc. ex ſantto tuo Spiritu tranſmutante: Reſpon- 
derunt Grect ye. Aﬀtter which 1t follows, 9aihus guidein guatuor 
guxftionibus difjolutts ; therefore that which was propo{ed 1n the 
tourth Queſtion, was in this their Anſwer ſpoken to ; but they 
only anf{wer'd concerning this matter of the words of Contecra- 
tion ; afterward the ſame Queſtions being repropounded, its ſa19, 
they anſwer'd to the fourth as before. Yet this anſwer being given 

only by ſome particular pontha nc to the Pope, "ts {aid, m=_ 
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aſter this their anſwer, Sunmus Pontifer petiit, ut de aivina pants - 


tranſmutatione, gue guidem guarta guaſtio furt, in Synodo agererur ; 
as likewiſe he defired afterwards that they would treat of the three 
re/t,and leave out 7hat,calling it amongſt the reſt 9ux/tuncala,which 
he would not have ſaid, had the Greeks denied ranſmutation. I 
have inſiſted the longer on this paſlage, becauſe ſome have ſo m1l- 
taken 1t, as to think 7ranſmutatzion, as aftirmed by the Roman!/ts, 
fo demied by the Greeks; whenas amongſt many errors by the 
Greeks imputed to the Roman Church, yet none about the Zucha- 
iſt was ever objected. 

Now conſider, if Tranſub/tantiation , or ſubſtantial converſion, 
were an 22uovation brought into the Church about the Conc. La- 
teran, under /unocent 3d. or, as ſome ſay, later ; How comes 1t to. 
paſs, that we find the ſame opinion, or, if any difference, an opi- 
nion ſeemmgly as much or more abſurd, in the Greek Church al 
ſo, who are not diſcovered to have had any controverſy about 
the Euchariſt amonglit themſelyes, ſince that 57h, which was the 


| laſt General Council that they aflow of: See Conc. Flor. 6. ef}. 
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Nor could reccive any mfedtion from the WeFftern Church, after 
the breach made between the two Churches; which began not 
long after the 2. ic. Conc. 1n the 97h age, and was at its height 
zn the 1174. age, long before the Lateran Council. 


Thrs much of the Greet; now to ſee what was done in the + 


Weſtern Church. Here, after the firſt agitation and ſtirring of 
the doctrine of the Euchariſt by the Councils of ConFtantinople, 
ce, and Frenctfcrt, arole ſome qgueſtions and doubts about it, and 
began a more curious and particular inquilition to be made 1nto it ; 
2s (amonglt otner things) hether that which was received in the 
f.uchariſt, was,or was nor, that very Boay of our Saviour, which was 
bin of the YVngm Mary, and which + ove on the Croſs? ſome 
tien moving gue/?/95 about it, and doubring of, or allo denying 
It. 

For fet]1ng mens minds : the firſt that T can find to have writ- 
ten more punctually on this ſubje£t, for the corpora/ preſexce, 1s Paſ- 
chaſtas, ( of whom Heltarm. ſaith, (deſcriptor. Keclefrafticas,) Hic 
author prumus fit, gu ſerio ty coproſe ſcripſit de veritate corporis oy 


langumis Dommi im Fuchariſtia, contra eos qui eam in dubium revyo- 


carunt; but of whom Ylondel 18. c. ſaith, he was the firſt in the 


H-cflern Church that altered. the ded#rme of the former times.) 


Againſt 
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Againſt him, and on'the other ſide, writ (ſaith Phondel ibid. and 
Dr. Tailor, p. 328.) Amalarins, and Rabauns, and Johannes Scotus, 
Erigena, and Hertram : but the Romaniſts, T think, acknowledge 
only Johan. Erig. (of whom Belarm. ſaith, promus im Eccleſia La- 
tina de hac re dubius ſ[cribere cepit, whole writings were afterwards 
condemned in Conc. Yercelkenſt, A Dom. 1050, 165 years before 
that of the Lateran,) and Bertram, (of whom Z#ftins ſaith, tee 
admodum atque 1d ſine ſucceſſu contra dottrinam Cathelicam ſcribere 
cepit.) As for Amalarins and Rabanus, you may inform your {elf 


out of their writings (one writing e officrrs Eeele/taſticis, the other 


de inſlitutione Clericornm,) concerning their opinion. 

Out of Amalarius de Eccleſraſt. offic. I. 3, 34.c. I find Bellarmin 
quoting theſe words for his lide - ZZic credimus naturam ſim- 
plicem panis Gy vini mixti verti in naturam rationabilem, ſc. cor- 
poris &y ſanguimis Chriſtz : And Archb. Uſher 1n Feſ” Challenge p.n;5. 
making him by his doting queſtions (what, afrer the eatmp there- 
of, fhuuld become of Chriſt's Boay,) the fir{t occaſioner of the znuo- 
vation (a he calls 1t) in the dodtrine of the Zucharit. Mean- 
while his gue/tzons ſhew what opinion men had then, that they 
recerved the very Body of Chriſt. | 

But the two c/zef 1t ſeems are Paſchaſins and Bertram, which 
Bertram: alſo had ſome followers, as elſewhere, ſo here, in Eng- 
land; as appears by what Osbert ſaith, (who in Zanfranck's time 
writ the /ife of Odo, who lived in the 10th Age); Foc fere tem- 
pore, 1.e. mn Oao's, quidam Clericorum maligno errore ſedufti afſeue- 
rare conabantur, panem & vinum , que in altari ponuntnr po$t con- 
ſecrationem, in prior: ſub5tantia manere, wy figuram tantummodo efje 
corporis & ſanguims Chriſt: - and by the Saxon writings of /#/: 
frick, who flouriſhed 1n the latter end of the-10th Age; whictr 
writings you may lee at large in Foxes Martyrol. Henr. 8.1540, 
quoted by Dr. 7 azlor p. 330. and by Archbiſhop Uſher, Feſ. chall. 

. 77. who there ſhews many pa//ages of his to be verbatim tranl- 
fated out of Periram, whole expreſſions methinks are fomewhat: 
obſcure, of the bread being truly after its ha/oruing turned. 
into. Chriſt's Body ghoſlly or ſpiritual, not into that 1m whack 
he ſuffered. 

Afterward in the 1174. Age, when the opinion oppoſing corps- 
ral preſence, as 1t was never very openly maintained, iv ow was 
almoſt laid aſide, and ſunk of it felt, without the zrerd:f? of any 
Council, appeared Ferengarins, a ſtout reviver and open abettcy 
of 1t; whoatfir{tis ſaid.to haye held the Lord's Hoay preſent un 
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the Fuchar?, only ut res /ignificata in ſu0 /izno, but preſſed by 


many adverſaries, and much perſecuted tor his aoefrime, was at- 
terwards brought to recant 1t, and to acknowledge a rea/ corporal 
preſence. But then preſently began to be agitated ew controver- 
lies about this real preſence ;, whether it was together with the 
bread alſo remaming eutire and unchanged? and what mutarion the 
Elements underwent by conſecration? When aroſe ſome who main- 
tained only a conjunt#70n of Chrilt's boay with the bread; others a 
kind of Zmparation of Chrilt, of which ſomething 1s ſaid before ; 
91 quia pants vertalur in caruem Domini, ſed quia afſumatur a ver- 
bo; ex quo ſequitur panem efje corpas Chriſti, ſed non humanum,neque 
carneum, ſed panaceum , &y tonge diverſum ab illo quod de Yirgine 


ſumprum elf. Ha duo corpora poſſe tamen dici unum, quia unus 


Chriſtus et gui utrumpue aſſumpſit. Others there were, that held 
a mutation only of par? of the bread into Chrilt's body, namely 
that portion received by the worthy communicant, not the 7e/#, 
left the 4ezcked alſo might ſeem to partake of it, which they 
thought moſt improbable. 


Of ſome of theſe opinions are named to be Perengarius him- 
{elf, after his fir/t recantation, or at leaſt ſome of his fofowers ; of 
tuch alſo Rapertus, and others ; and perhaps ,/Hlfric yp 
before ) might have ſuch conceit of /mpanation. And Mr. Blon- 
acl (in his 16. and 19. chapters) would perſwade us, that this alſo 
was partly the opinion both of Damaſcen and Paſchaſius, and o- 
thers of the former times. 

Oppoſites to all theſe tenents, and to the.maintainers of them, 
were Lanfrank Archbiſhop of Canterbury, Guitmundus, Algerns, 
and generally the wrzzers following thoſe times, Auſeim, Peter 
Lombard, Bernard, Fuzo, and Richardus de Santo Yifore, &c, who 
all writ before the Council of Lateran. By theſe oppo/et Authors 
above-named 1s every corner of the ancient Fathers. writings 
{ought into; the ſame places then quoted, as now they are by the 
Romaniſts and Proteſtants; one fide prefling much their words of 
miraculous chanze &c. "The other, thoſe of zmage, 7ype, figure, &c, 
and the ſame an{wers as #9w, returned Zhen by both ſides. It you 
pleaſe to look into Pe/larmim's 2d. book de Euchariſt. he often 
makes uſe of the ar/wers of theſe ancient Authors, ro what 1s urg- 
ed by the Prozeflants : and ſaith, if they bring the arguments ot 
ther Forefathers, Yertram, Bereugarins, &c, we return the an- 
iwers of ours, Paſchaſins, Alkerus, &c. Amongſt theſe diſputes a 

corporal 


. A Diſcourſe on the EHCH ARIST. 127 
corporal preſence, and alſo a ſubſtantial converſion of the elements, 
prevailing; yet lome (again ) there were alſo that allowed ſuch a 
converſion 1n the form of bread only, not the matter - Du- 
rand's opinion , aud ſome others, aftirmed e conzra a change 
of the matter, but not of the form; which opinions were oppoſed 


by the ordinary ſtream of writers. 


Now as theſe controver/zes aroſe, or grew to any height, ſo ſeve- 
ral Councils ſince Acer. 2. for the ſethng and preſerving of 
the Churches peace and quiet, have bin 1n rant Ages allem- 
bled. "The corporal preſence was decided again{t Ferengaritts by 
five ſeveral Councils (ſee Zloud. 20.c.) before that of Lazeran un- 
der Innocent 3. A ſubſtantial converſion of the elements determined 
by the Zzteran (whether alſo by thoſe before it, more anon,) and 
many others following 1t: A converſion of the whole {ub/fance of 
them1lated more expreſly in the 7r:denrine Council. Notwith- 
ſtanding which Synodal determinations from. time to time, there 
have not wanted thoſe ſucceſ/rvely, who have taught contrary to. - 
their decrees. See Z/ond. 20. Cc. P. 441. as Petras Bruiſe, and Hen- 
ricas his diſciple, Perrus Waldo from whom the Walc»/es and 
Albigenſes, fobu Wicklif, (whom John us his diſciple followed 
not 1n this point,) &c: but theſe very rare; and their diſciples 
moſt-what ſome we/zar, not the /carnea, until the times of Zather. 


Now concerning this narration of the paſſages of the. zimes $- XETIT. 
after 2. Conc. Nice, and that of Frauckfort, oblerve Reflettions 
1. That tho the other do&Frine was much eafilier credible, as #297 1be for 
more agreeing to humaue reaſon, yet that, that of Paſchaſins and 7 Varra- 
his followers was the common, and the moſt prevalent, not only 79% 
in the Zaftern (ſhewed before,) but alſo in the YeHern Church: T- Corporat” 
and this nor only after, but before, and when Paſchaſws writ; See 27e/ence then: 
what he ſaith /b. de verb. in/tit. Sacrameuti. —Quamus ex hoc qui-* DE CONLELOK: 
dam de ignorantia errent, nemo ramen et adhuc in aperto qua hoc (1.0, Pioth 
Chritt's corpora/preſence in the Euchariit) z7a c{/e contradicat, quod 
fotus ors credit (f confitetur. | 


For Paſchaſtrs writ before either Zohan: £rjgena, or Bertram - 
and when Pertram writ otherwiſe, 1t was tef7e admadum. oo /tuc- 
facceſſu, as Eſtius notes of him. And. Oſbert (quoted before) faith 
only, 9uidam Clericorum ſedut7; &c. And this more appears, in: 
that, when Zerengarizs afterward ſhewed himſelf afre/þ for that 
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opinion, all the Church-governours unanimouſly re/ited him ; ſo 
that there 1s not one ZYzſhop found to have conſented to his opi- 


nion, and the Authors who oppoſe him mach obje& the /zngular- 


let. 


Zy of his tenenr to him. Guitmund.}.l. Notiſſimum eſt hoc tem- 
pore , priuſguam Berengarius mſaniifJet , hujuſmodi veſamas nuſ- 
guam fuiſſe. ---And Lanfranckn his /aft Book againit him : Jnter- 
roga unwerſos, gui Latine lmgue noftrarumvue literarum notitiam 
perceperunt ; mrerroga Gros, Armentos, ſeu cujuſliber nationts guoſ- 
cenngue Chriſtianos, uno ore hauc fidem (which he maintained againſt 
HBerengarins) ſe teStavuntur habere : and he himſelf (as Lanfranck 
reports of him) called the opinion oppoſed by him, ſen/entiam 


The #7;/torians likewiſe of thoſe times relate Perengarins his, 
as a new and /ingular tenent. See W. Malmsbury , 3.1. de geſtis An- 


Elorum. ( 11K Lat 7 
{Hranckfort, determining any thing in this point, for the ſpace of 
about 3oo years before the times of Perengarius, argues the 


Obſerve hkewiſe , that no Councils, after Nee and 


Church not much afflicted with oper contentions in this matter : 
that when they did determine any thing, it was not before that 
the Fathers, by ſeveral writers pro and cor, had bin much ſearched 
and examined : that tho many. Councils called about it, yet they 
differed not in their judgments, but exatly agreed one with ano- 
ther, and{ti]l condemned the ſame fide, without its finding a par- 
ty (tho ſmaller) .in any of them to patronize it. 


. 2. Obſerve; that there 1s granted a ſub/?antia/ preſence of Chriſt's - 
A Councils body with the ſymbols ( which (as I have often ſaid) is the main 
Jmice the 2d. hulineſs to be agreed upon by all theſe Authors and Councils,) 
of Nice una- before the Lateran Council: 1o that tho ſore conteſt there may 
21monufly de- he between the Lutheran and Catholick about the perſwaſions of 
criding corpo- theſe times concerning /mpanation, and the remarnmg ot. bread 
ral preſence jn part at leaſt after conſecration; yet none' can there be. between 


the Catumif? and Catholick concerning thoſe times holding corpo- 
ral preſence with the ſymbols, and conſequently concerning Aao- 


ration; for this the Caſumiſt muſt grant to be the yudement of 


theſe Writers and .Councils above-named, beginning at Nice un- 
ul the Zazeran. LINN vs: 


3. Ob- 


__ 
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2. Obſerve, that whereas Mr. 3/ondel in c. 16, 19, 20. Þ. 397, KLYV. 
437, 441, aftirms both Damaſcen and Paſchaſ/tas , and the other And that 
Authors, that held corporal preſence till the beginning of the 97? by way 
12th Age, and Councils, till the Zateran, not to have held T7ran- of [mpania- 


ſubſtantiation, or ſubſtantial converſion of the elements, but only tion,asBlon. 


a certain 20% or identity between them remaining ſtill 1n their affirms of 
former ſubſtance, and the natural body of Chrilt, by the znhabita- the former 
tion of the Deity mm, or 1ts aſſumption of them, which he calls par? of thoſe 
ir. pans There are many things which to this may be re- 7ze5. 
Med, 

4. If it were as he ſaith, yet ſince 1t warrants the main bu- 

lineſs of corporal preſence with the Symbols, and Adoration, what 

relief can Mr. F/ondel's or the Proteftant-cauſe receive thereby ? 

Again, ſince fuch 7mpanation difters very much from the Zuthe- 

ran Conſubſtantiation; (fee what Blondel conteſſeth to this pur- 

polſ2 p. 436, and 400. And it 1s clear enough alſo from Paſcha- 

fins his aflertions tet down by Flonael p. 423, which no Zuthe- 

ran will ſubſcribe to ;) and 1t 18a tenent, 1ft well confider'd, much 

mere abſurd than that of ſub/tantial converſion, or Tranſubſtantta- 

tion, ( which he ſaith ſucceeded it in theſe later times; ) as it 

making Chriſt to have 7wo bodies by union hypoſtatical; one Car- 

mewn, 1n his aſſuming hþ#manity;, and another Panaceum , 1n the 
Sacrament: And theſe wo bodres again zdentified by the ſame 

Perſon of the Deity preſent to both, gyc. ( ſee it examin'd by Bel/- 

larmine, as one Rupertus his opinion in the 12th Ape, and the 
abſurdities thereof difplay'd in /. 3. de Each. c.11, ry.) I fay, that 

to prove ſuch to have been the opinion of Antiquity , which 

makes as much againit Proteftants as the preſent doth, and 1s 

more 7ucommodious than the preſent, doth not only no way pa- 

tronize their cauſe, but allo help to excuſe their Adverſary. 

2. Aleerus, one of Berengarius his Oppoſites ( 1n his firſt Book 
de Sacr. c. 6.) calling 1t novam hareſim ſuo tempore exortam ty ab- 
ſardiſſimam, and there conteſling 1t: This argues 1t very unlikely 
to have been the common opinion until his Age, as 1s aftirm'd ; 
unleſs we will make him miſtake the op:nzou of thoſe Writers 
and Councils immediately before him. 

3: Tho Mr. P/ndel doth not, yet Dr. Taylor acknowledgeth 
concerning Paſchaſms 1n particular, that he he/d and wrt for a 
ſubſtantial change ; 1ee p.328.. And comparing Mr. F/ondc/'s quo- 
cations out of Paſchaſius p. 423, with thole p. 432, I ſce not any 
thing brought to prove the contrary. Biſhop Forbes /. 1. c. +/-1- 

0) aith, 
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faith, Bertram in his Preface clearly affirms, that /oope in his 
time held that which is fince call d 7Tranſub/tantiation. Who 


could this be, but Paſchafeus, and others, whom he oppoled ? 


4- Again, The expreſſions of theſe Authors,who are ſaid to hold 
no ſubſtantial conver/ion of the bread, &yx. are ordinarily ſuch as 
theſe : Damaſcen. Pants vinumgue per mucationem oF advenium 
Spiritus ſand ſupernaturaliter tranſmutantur 2# corpus Gy ſangur- 
nem Chriſti, &y non ſunt duo, ſed unum t5 idem.-Paſch. Licet fi- 
gura pants &y vini hic ſit, omnino nihil aliud quam caro Chriſt: o&- 
ſaneuis poft conſecrationem credenda ſunt, ( {ee many more ga- 
ther'd by Bell. de Zach. L. 3.c. 20. which it will be tedious here 
to ſet down.) Now theſe expreſſions ſhew them to have held a 
converſion or tranſmuration,beyond Conſubſtautiation , wherein the 
element becomes not /cally yoin'd, but the ſame with. Chrilt's 
boay ; and if perhaps they {( or ſome of them) by fuch expreſſions 
ſhould not have zutended ſuch a converfaon of the bread, as that 
othing thereof ſhould afterwards remarn, but a conver/ton into 
Chriſt's body only in Rupertus his ſenſe, ga per hypofiaticam 
unionem fit corpus Chriſti, as Beflarmin interprets ham in his Re- 
copnirions ; yet it ſeems plain, that they held ( beyond the tenent 
of the Lutherans) ſuch a phyſical change 1n the ſubſtance and 
nature thereof, as that it could not afterward be truly call'd 
bread; tho ſome diverſity of phraſe there might be, in wha? no 
Conncil had yet fo muted decided. 

5- And this is more confirm'd by the-Opinion of the GreeeChurch; 

who, 1f Damaſcen and the Nicene Council, whom they follow, 
held no conter/ron of the Bread in 1ts nature or ſubſtance, how 
come they to hold 77 ? and about Tranſub/tantiation, to nouriſh no 
difference at all with the Zatins? See the quotations before. 
Surely, in that Anfwer they gave to the Cardinal -of G@mwſe ( quo- 
ted in Flonde/ p. 400.) where they ſay, neither ſub5iauce nor 
accidents of Bread to remain, but all to be zranſclemented into 
the ſubſance Divine, Jome change they would intimate much divers 
from the Lutheran { with whom they could not agree in this 
point) and not much abhoring from the Raman Opinion : ex- 
cepting oniy that the Roman 18 the more moderate. 

As for compariſon of Chriſt's preſence tn the Euchariſt with 
that of the /zcarnation, and of the Drumzty, 1n ſuch manner 1in- 
fufing it ſelf into the Freed, as once into our Mazmare, found in 
theſe Authors, as likewiſe in the Fathers ; either they meant 
only, that the Fread an this mfuſtm was turn'd by the Divine 
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Omnipotence into the Lord's Body ( as the Catholict's ay) 
or ſomething more groſs; if they held the Deity thus to con- 
tratt a new hypoſtatical- union with the Bread, whereby it pro- 
perly becomes his Boay,: So that the crime, that their poſterity 
In this 1s accuſed of, will be only, that thev are /ef ab/ard than 
their Anceſtors. Thus much for thoſe Authors before the 12th 
Age. 

Now, that the Councils (which were before the Lateran ) 
wherein Ferengarius was Condemn'd, underſtood a ſb/tantial 
converſion of the Fread 1n the Zuchariſt, notwithitanding what 
Blondel ſaith (c. 29. p.439, ©cﬀq-) I think 1s allo plain enough. 
In the Roman Council Aflembled ax. 1078. wherein Perenzarits 
laſt recanted, the words are theſe: Z#2o Perengarins cord? creds 
panem gyc. ---ſubſtantialiter convert: in veram oy propriam Oy viui- 
ficatricem carnem Domimn, gyc. In the former Roman Council, 
24. 1060. tho the words of the Recantation are, £29 Berengarins 
anathematizo eam hareſin, que aſtruere conatur panem poſt conſe- 
crationem ſolummodo Sacramentum &» non verum corpus Domrm!t 
n0ſtr: FG Chriſti efje : Yet, that the Council meant the Bread 
to be Chriſt's Zoay, not whillt bermg, but by ceaſing to be Bread, 
methinks 1s ſufficiently vindicated by what Lanfrance ( one of 
it,) and Guztmund, and Anſelm ( contemporaries, ) ſay of this 
Counci], as I find them quoted by FeHarm. de Euch. l. 3. c. 21. 
---Lanfran. de Corpore Domini to Berengarius,---Nicolans Papa com- 
periens te docere panem vinumque altaris poſt conſecraticnem ſine 
materiali mutatione in priſtints eſſentits remanere &c. pracepit trad? 
ſeripturam tibi; 1.e. the Recantation nam'd before. Guitmnnd 
l. 3. De Corpore Domini, ſpeaking of the ſame Council ſaith, 
Panem in corpus Chriſti ſubſtantialiter convertt, non ſicut delirat 
Herengarius corporis Domini figuras tantum- eſe fy umbras, adt 
mtra ſe latentem Chriſtum tegere , univerſalis Eccleſia conſenſine 
roboratum eſt. Anſelm ( tho I grant, 'tis not necef/ary to underſtand 
this to be ſpoken of the former Council, notwithſtanding ſemper 
abhorruit ſome way involves it) Pans ſubſtantiam poſt conſecrationem 
n altari ſupereſſe ſemper abhorrutt pietas Chriſtiana, nuperque dam- 
ugvit im Berengari, fy. But Anſelm dyed an hundred years be- 
fore the Lazeran Councll. 

Beſides the force of theſe Teſtimonies ; 'tis not probable, that 
in the eighteen years ſpace that- interceded berween theic two 
Councils, the Judgment of the Church in the /azer {ſhould be lo 
much a/ter'd, and that without any zozſe or oppoſition tram the 
former. S 2 4 Con- 
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4- Concerning theſe Councils, that have fo /tri&ly determin'd 
the manner of corporal preſence; which many pious men have 
wiſhed that the Church had rather left andelin'd; permitting 
to every one the liberty of their private conjecture, and only 
1mpoſing filence on all to forbear curious diſputes: Yet we may 
confider, That the ſame we ſay concerning this point of the Eu- 
Ci.arift, 1s ſaid by SeQaries concerning Deciſions of Councils in 
any other point, wherein they differ from her Judgment. So 
ſhe 1s ( by ſeveral) complain'd of, for her too much curioſity 
and punctuality in the myſtery of the Trinity; in her addition 
a Filioque ; 1n concluding that hard and long-diſputed point of 
Rebaptization, c. 

That not private men, but the Church her ſelf, 1s meeteſt to 
Judg what 1s fit to be determin'd or not determin'd by her. That 
curious diſputes may indeed eaſily be prohzbited, but once on foot, 
will never be actually laid, but {till multiply 1nto new conzrover- 
tes, till fomething ( molt probable) 1s ſetled by juſt Authority. 
That as there were then on foot fome opinions very deſtrudtive 
and d:mmutive to this meffable Myſtery, ( as Berengarins his firit 
Doctrine) ;, ſo others again very extravagant, (as that of Zypo/ta- 
tical union of the Deity to a new Breaden Boay.) That thefe 
Councils did no more in this, than other Councils from time 
to time have done 1n very ſable ( only if much controverted) mat- 
ters ; in not /#/encimg the Diſputants, but ( as became a Judg con- 
hiding in the ZZoly Spirit's affiſtance) determining the. point as 
{icem'd to them 7rues. | 

That theſe Councils 1n this point (after all things had been 
for a long time more exattly debated, and /ifred, than in former 
Ages, before giving any ſertence thereon ) in their dec;/zon tol- 
iow'd the words of our Saviour, «Hat. 26. 26. in their {impleſt 
meaning, and the commoneſt phraſe of the Writings of Anti- 
quity (tho ſome Fathers 1n their judgment perhaps afer'd from 
the reſt) z.c. conver/ron, or tranſmutation, taken in the ſtricteſt 
ſenſe. Thar, if we reſtrain the Church from determining any 
7hing, where Scripture ſeems ambiguous ( tho the 7e57mmy and 
expo/ition of Antiquity perhaps in the ſame pornt 18 not fo) her 
decifrve Authority, in matters once controverted, will be made 
void; becauſe {o often 1s Scripture ambz2uons, 1.e. (by ſeveral men 
ſeverally underitood :) And 1n matters #07 conzroverted, tis need- 
tefe. 

That 
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That there comes aw more Peace to the Church by ſuch a 4e- 
finition ;, and no danger to Chriſtians from this thing defined, if 


an Error : | ps {till corporal preſence a truth, from which > 
allo follows Adoration ; | becauſe 'tis only a purely ſpecr/atrve m- 


) ſtake, and no point of prafice depending on it. Laſtly, Thar in 
| the general acknowledgment of ſo much obſcurity and uncompre- 
henſwbleneſs of this myFtery, as the Church hath /eFf [247 to judg 
of the exa&? manner thereof, gc. ſo have others /efs grounds to 
Ls contradi&t her Judgment. 
As for her making it an Article of Faith now, which was not yr py 
| ſo heretofore; whach 15 much objected by ſome Reformed, (fee pu, 
| Chemmitius quoted before. Sed guia tranſubſtantiatio (ſaith he) "eh 
— pro articulo fidei ſub pena anathematrs proponitur neceſ/ario contra- as yy 4 Ge: 
dicendum eft, $23. See Dr. Taylor p. 331. Before the Lateran Coun- —_ eh of 


cil, ſaith he, 7Tranſub/tantiatio non furt dogma fidez, as Scorus faith ; Faith 
and how it can be afterward, ſince Chriſt is only the Author and * 
finiſher of our Faith, and therefore all Faith was deliver'd from 
the beginning, 1s a matter of higheſt danger and conſideration. 
Thus he.) TI think it is ſufficiently anſwer'd, and the offence 
thereof taken away, in my notes of 7afa/libihity ; 1o that ] necd 
ſay little here. 

Only this. Firſt, They make this point of Tranſub/tantiation 
no more an Artzc/e of Faith, than their other Decrees ; to which 
they require af/ent under 4nathema, as they do to this. For ex- 
ample : "Tis made no more an Article of Za:7h by them, than 
this 1s, De Bapr. Can. 1. Baptiſmum Fohannts non habere eandem. 
vim cum baptifmo Chriſti, But 1f the Church may not be per- 
mitted to make ( thus) new Articles of Faith, ſhe may not, to 
make any new determmatiou not formerly made; nor to enjorn 
people to hel/zeve or afſent to any thing which formerly was not 
enjoin'd nor believ'd. 

But to explain the buſineſs .a little : We muſt know ; That all 
Divine Revelation, any thing in God's Word, whatever, is ea 
2omine an Article or point of Faith ; and that as Article of Faith 
1s taken for dogma verum, and ſo credible, for a drume truth which 
1s creditable, or which may be molt ſarely behiev'd. So. what Dr. 
\ Tayhr ſaith 1s moſt true; ſuch 1t 1s, not only after: Decreed by 

a Council, but at leaſt from 7he 77me of our Saviour and the 
Ap—_ and nothing at any time ( thus) an. Article of Futh, 
which 1s not ſo always. And Zhus, far doubtleſs was it from 
Sotus his thought, That 7 1anſub/tantiation at the Lateran ma 
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ci] began to be a arvine truth, when it was not to before, But, 
as Article of Fazth 1s.taken for digma neceſ/ario credendum, tor a 9!- 
vine truth neceſ/ary, when known to be ſo, to be behev'd, or not 
opp9s'd: So a drvine truth may be an article or objef# of my Faith 
to day, which was not yeſterday. So he, who ( by what means 
loever) knows that fomething 1s ſaid in Scripture, which he 


knew not yeſterday, may be {aid to have to day a new article of 


his Faith, or a new pornt no way to be oppoſed or denied, but 
aſjented to, and behev'd by him. 

When therefore a thing is ſaid to be no dogma fide? before, 
and at fuch a time to hegn to be ſo, the meaning 1s, That 1t 1s 
now a dogma fidet, or objeer of Faith neceſſary to be behev'd , which 
1t was not before | neceſ/ary to he behevd; | not for the matter 
thereof ; as 1f the acZual knowlede and faith thereof were abſ0- 
lately neceſſary to Salvation ; thus a few points only ( ſome think 
not af thoſe of the Creed ) are nece//ary ; and nothing thus 1e- 
ceſjary at any time, that 1s not always to ; but neceſlary ex acciden- 
77, becauſe we have a ſufhcient propoſal thereof, that it 1s a dzume 
truth. Not that the error 1n, or z22norance of, ſuch a poznt, even 
after ſuch propoſal, doth derogate from our having abſolutely ne- 
ceſ/ary faith, any more than 1t did before; nor that, in dzsbelzeving 
or d/ſenting from 1t, we are more defeCtive in the neceſſarily ſalvifi- 
cal principles of divme truth ; but that we are defeQtive in our obe- 
dience to and acceptance of dzvme iruths made known to us by the 
Church, as ſome way conducible to Chriſtian edification, to the 
peace of the Church, or to ſome other goodend. 

Therefore the duty ſhe requires to many of her dec:/zons, 1s not 
{o much an a&Zual knowng of them, as the nor denying,oppo/ing, con- 
tradiftimg them, when made known to us. Therefore, for exam- 
ple, ſhould any one, after the definition of the Tridentine Council, 
thereupon, hold Fobn's and our Savivur's Baptiſm to have 1n every 
thing the (ame virtue and effef&t; ſuch a one, whilſt not knowing 
this Jefimition of the Council, is excaſable in his error, ſuppoſing 
it be not contracted from any careleſs zeg/ef : or if it be ſo con- 
tracted, yet he 1s not gw/ty thereby of a point of znfidelity, as con- 
cerning necef/ary faith, but only of the ſin of negligence. 

Neither when the Church requires the belief of Tranſubfan- 
7:ation, hence doth it follow, that ſhe ſaith, the behef thereof is 
neceſſary to ſfakuation ; but that ſhe thinks it fit, for ſome good ends 
ot Chri/tian edification, not to be oppoſed : and therefore Suarez his 
confelſing, that zo helzeve Tranſubſtantiation is not ſimpy neceſſary 
Hh. | x ro 
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#0 ſakuation, quoted by Archbiſhop Zaud p. 287. methinks well 
confilts with the Church's determine 1t, tho the Archbiſhop, 
there, thinks according to the Romer principles it is otherwile. 
And, as Bellarmm ſaith, there are many things 1n Scripture, 
which tho they are neceſſario credenda quia ſcripta ſunt, yet are 
not /cripia quia neceſ/ario credenda ; 1o may I tay of Church-ae- 


fintions. 


Neither upon this may we collect, that ſhe 1s tpramnical IN A- 
bridging the /iberty of mens judgments, 1 the belief of the points 


- ſhe derermzns be not neceſſary for ſalvation ; but only, if no way 


at all beneficial to be 4#zowr. For the wilful oppo/arg of which, if 
we afterwards incur her 4uathema's which exclude from heaven, 
thus we miſs of ſatuation, not for want of neceſ/ary faith, but abea:- 
ence ; the Anathematizing us not for an error, but a vzce, (1. e.) a 
cauſleſly diſturbing her peace, and reſiſting her authority. 

Should any one, after the 4po/to/ical Synod and Decrees, Aft.1y. 
(fome of which were about matter of /-za// account, yet not 
without good reaſon commanded, tor a ſeaſon at leait to be obſerv- 
ed,) have re/ifted their /njmnttims In the matter of b/ood and 
things ſtrangled, holding it 1hll _ notwithſtanding ſuch pro- 
hibution, to eat thoſe things; ſuch an one doubtleſs, notwath- 
{tanding the /evizy of the matter, would juſtly have incurred the 
Church'es cenſure, and without repentance bin liable to dammatzon ; 


F 3: 


not for want of any faith neceflary thereto, but of due /ubm/ſror : 


and obedience to the decrees of a jult Authority. 


5s. Laſtly, concerning our obeazence to theſe Councils in fuch 
their Sin, ſee what I have ſaid in my Votes concerning that 
fubje& ; and 1n thoſe, of the obligation of not afting againſt con- 
ſetence ; where I think tis ſufficiently evidenced, that we are 
bound to /#b:27 at leaſt to all ſuch points, where we are not certain 
of the contrary, as eſpecially in this by moſt-confeſled-me#able 
myſtery we can inttle pretend to it, confidering what hath bin ſaid 
10 this Paper. But indeed ſuch a /ubm/fion will be found either 


$ LT. 
eadrence 
due to ſucks 

deciſtons. 


a duty to al} the/Churches dec:/zons, or to none. For if we obey 


only ſo many of her Canons as we in our judgment think 7rath, 
rejecting the ret; our ſubmiſſion 1s not to her authority deciding, 
but a ye1lding to the vers/rmz/1ty of the thing decided. 

Again ; ſuch a /abm/ton, is either a duty to a// Councils, (I 
mean, which are 1n their authority equal,) or to #oxe; upon the. 
fame reaſon. For, for 4s to judge jfir/t of the orthodoxneſs of . 

| CounciL 
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Council, which is appointed to a7red? us what 1s orthodox, what a 
prepoſterons thing 1s1t? And it we go to this play once, to receive 
only ſo many Councils, as we /i&g of their do&rmes ; then, as the 
Lutheran _ admits of /ix Councils, the Calvrnift of only four ; 
1o the Zurychians now 1n A/ia, upon as good grounds, (I mean as 
to any obligation to their Authority,) do adnut only of zhree Coun- 
cils. Again, the modern Ne/torian of two only ; laſtly, the mo- 
dern Socinian of none at all. ; 


x36 


The Objed70n that may be made here; What if a man's conſc:- 
The obje ;_ ence be perſwaded that the contrary to the Councils decree 1s eVI- 
on of contra- dentin the Scriprares ? [as what if one think, that the Church in 
& Derfie- the Tridentime Council enjoyns aabration, not to Chriſt, but to the 
% 2 of Con- Symbols ; or,that the worſhiprng of Chrilt,as corporally preſent in the 
y? WS Sacrament,1s flat zdolatry, which is much urged by Daz/le as a ſulh- 
 Vadrred, cient ground tor a di/ceſſion from the former Church; ſee the latter 
: part of 8.c. of his po/ogy, p.55.] I have anſwered in thoſe 
Notes before-named. I will only here retort it : 
Suppoſe an Zurychian, Ne#torian, Arian, plead the ſame ex- 
cule tor diſſenting from the ancient Councils, ( for, I hope, he will 
rant ſome of them may be perſwaded 1n conſcrence as they pro- 
teſs. ) If he anſwer, ſuch per/wa/ron of a conſcience wilfully 1:/- 
znformed, and refuſing the gazdes God hath appointed to inſtru&t 
It better, excuſeth them not from the guilt of hereſy - I reply, * 
neither will 1t 1n Zhzs point excuſe the ozher, eſpecially for the 
buſineſs of corporal preſence, if they be found to go againſt the 
{tream of preſent and former Church, (from whom we ought in 
all humility to recetve the expo/zti0n of ambiguous Scripture,) and 
to make therefrom a cauſleſs drv;/ron. If the Church may enjoyn | 
men nothing that 1s againſt their coxſczence, and nor 1n theſe ex- n 
act obedience ; all hereſy muſt be 7oſerated, and the Nicene Creed is 
a tyrauny. But if you ſay, they may uſe their Anathema's in 
grcater matters, but in theſe ſafer niceties may not thus domi- 
eer over mens conſczences, (a thing Daifle accuſeth the Triden- 
tine Council of, 7c.40.p.) I anſwer : Who ſhall zudze, what 15 
{mall, what 1s great, but thoſe who decade allo the matters both 
{inall and great? But let him ſearch Anuriguity, and fee if ſmall 
matters have not alſo undergone their Anathema's. He confe(- y 
feth they have, and therefore 1s liberal to blame both. 7c. 38. p. 
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But T find this obje&:0v advanced yet higher; That men may F. I.UI. 
not obey ſuch a decree, not only when 1t 1s againſt conſcience, but Objet#ion of 
when they have thereof ſo much as a doubting conſcience, eſpeci- non-certain- 
ally in a matter of ſuch 4j2þ conſequence, as Azorarion 1s, ( which fy conſider. 

follows upon holding a corporal preſence) which to give to any object, ed. 
without certainty that 1t 1s adorable, they lay 1s utterly mexca- 
ſable. Ce n' eft pas afſez d'en auoir quelque opinion. 1Þ en fault eſtre 
-Þ + certain. Daille 11.c. 94p. Upon thele premiſes no man can chuſc 
but doubt, gy guod dubiras, ne fecerrs. Tail. p. 340. 
T. In an{wer to zhzs allo, ſee what I have ſaid at large in thoſe 
notes. Indeed the rule zs good, where doubt of /inning 1s only on 
one {ide, not on bo7h; only on the ſide of dozug, but not on the {ide 
of omitting alſo: and when we are certain 1n omztting the thing, 
we {innot. But the caſe 1s otherwiſe, where-ever our Mother 
the Church enjoyns us the omg of a thing ; for here is no ſecu- 
rity of not ſinning, if we do 1t zof. Again, 1f Chriſt be there cor- 
porally preſent, as ſhe faith He is, Dalle ſaith, Tis our duty to a- 
dore him : and, as to give adoration to an objeCt not adorable ;, bo to 
deny 1t to one adorable, 1s both, ſin. I may retort then with more 
reaſon, guod dubitas ( 1f you doubt only, and are not certain of the 
contrary ) ze omttas, where the Church and your /awfu/ Superiors 
enjoin you to do it. For,as reaſonable as this propoſition 1s,9u0d du- 
a ks bitas ne faciendo pecces , ne feceris; ſo reaſonable 1s the other, 
guod dubitas, ne omittendo pecces, ne omittas. | 
2. Again, Mr. Zooker's reaſon methinks hath as little force as any 
of theſe, to encourage any in a non-ſubmiſſion to the. Church's 
Judgement ; who, 1n his 5./.67.ſe&#. 363.p. dilcourſeth thus. That, 
<« there being zhree ſeveral opinions 1n the matter of the Zauchar/t, 
(he joyning the 7wo frft in this Paper in one) © we may (afelielt 
«cleave unto that, which hath nothing in 1t but what the ref7 do 
«all approve and acknowledge tohe moſt true. But you may find 
the Archbiſhop Laud ſe. 35. p. 286. in his refaration of a like 
argument brought by the Romani/t, | namely, that 2t 7s better to 
be of that Charch, m which all Churches agree ſalvation may be had, | 
mentioning this very argument about the Zucharſt, and rejefting 
it as znſufficient. And indeed were it any way va/zd, it would fol- 
low ; when, of divers opinions, ſome aftirm /eff, fome more; a 
prudent man ought always to ſide with the /cas?, becauſe this 1s 
athrmed by a//: which T think 1s a danzeroas aflertion, eſpecially 
in Religion, To believe, and do [til] with the leaſt. | 
T Laſtly, 
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3. Laſtly, neither do I think that a ſufficient /e7t to keep any 


Obj. of the from aflenting to a corporal preſence , or ſubſtantial converſion ;; 
fruitleſneſs becauſe ſuch Preſence ( if it be ) 7s pretended to be utterly mn- 
of ſuppoſed beneficial and fruitleſs ,- and ſmce Nature doth nothing 1 vain, 
corporal pre- much leſs doth the Author of at. See Mr. Bhnael (im his 10..c.) 


and Dr. 7 air, (ſe. 3.p. 28 gy. and p. 45.) much prefling his 
upon theſe Zhree reaſons. 1. Becauſe any pretended effects of 
the Ezuchari/t nit be granted to be attainable w2thort 1t, by a 


[piritual reception of Chriſt gy. (See their wwr/tings.) 2. Becauſe 


the #znworthy receiver mult be granted to be partakcr of it ( the 
fabStance ot Chrilt's Body) as well as the aworthy ; and this with- 
Out Fajoying the leaſt Senefir thereof. 3. Becauſe our Sauour 
hath decided this point, eh: 6. 63. declaring to the Capernazzes 
(miſtaking his ſayings, as if he meant to feed them with his fleſh, 
by virtue of which oxce eaten by them they ſhould afterward live 
for ever) That his fleſh, if they ſhould cata priece thereof, world 
profit them nothing tor any ſuch purpoſe. 

x. Firſt note, concerning this O4je@z0n, in reſpett of the former 
reaſon ; that it pre//eth as much the ſecond as the 7hrrd and fourth 
opinion, who aftirm the worthy receiver to partake not only ver/a- 
ally, (as the fir? ſaith,) but really alſo Chrilt's Body ; but to 
what end this? ſince the ozher, 1. e. Chriſt recezved'by faith, fup- 
plieth all the efe# defired or pretended, according to Zoh16. 4c, 
47. and St. Auſtin's Taying, crede (fy manduca5ts ? | 

3. Now for an Anſwer to it in reference to both the reaſons, 1 
might tranſcribe you BeHarmin's, m Enucharift. 3. 1. 9. c. which to 
me ſeems very ſatisfactory. Read it at your leifure. The effects 
of the Fucharif?, ſach as are alledged by &londel out of Peron, 
Namely, a more flri# and entire union and confuniFron of us to 
God ; the increaſe of grace and charity in us; the ſowing in us 
the ſeed of 7mmortality, and a reſurrefiom of our decaymyg bo- 
dies, xc. are not afftirm'd to be wrought in us by the corporal 
preſence of our Saviour, as after a phy/ical or irrefifizble manner, 
but as by a proper m/irament appointed by God for ſuch «ffcd?s 
upon ſuch a 4/po/et:on of the receiver. Therefore neither are thete 
effec?s neceſſary to corporal preſence, 2. e. that corporal preſence can- 
not be without them ; for ſo it 1s in the #1wor hy communicant : 
neither again is corporal preſence abſolutely neceſ}ary to 1nch effec7s, 
z. e. that they cannot be at all without corporal preſence ; tor 1o. 
they are in the faithful before communicating, at lealt in ſome 
zmpertecter degree, : « 
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2 But theſe conceſſions we have. now made ( if this be nll they 


contend ) will never argue the fub/tantial or corporal preſence of 


Chriſt's body 1n the EZucharilt to be a thing ſuperfluous or void 
of effef : 1. Becauſe in God's appotnting ſeveral inſtruments for 
conveying the /ke benefits to us, the arguing that one doth, will 
never prove the other 47h wer the hike. 2. In the like effe&t 
being wrought by ſevera/ means, the ove may produce it ina far 
more advanc'd degree than the other : So Agumas þ. 3. 9. 80. art.1. 
ſaith, Plenias inancit effettum ſacramenti, ipſa ſacrament ſuſceptio, 
. quam folum de/tderinm : Yet lometimes the de/tderium ſerves the 
rurn. 3. Becauſe from a thing prov'd uſeleſs /omerimes, or to 
Some perſons from ſome incapability of the fſubje&, g. it fol- 
lows not, that it is ſo a/zggether, and to others : As, it follows 
nat, that fuch a Diet not nouriſhing, or alſo hurting a languiſhing 
{komach, therefore doth not profit to a ſound. 
. To 1lluftrate it a little in our preſent fubjea. By Baptiſm, 
or allo by Faith and Repentance before Baptiſm, or the fervent 
aejire of Baptiſm (when 1t cannot be had) we are regenerated and 
united to Chrilt, and made wembers of kis boay ; yet will any 
therefore ſay, that in Fapti/me we enjoy as much a communior 
of the body and b/ood of Chrill, as in the Zxcharif ? Or that the 
Euchari#t 1s inutile? Therefore, hath Chriſt given us alſo the ſym- 
bols of his body in vain? Therefore, do we poſſeſs no more of 
his grace and gooaneſs by believing and recervmg alſo the Sacra- 
ment of his bedy and b/ood, than only by behevimg on him? But 
then, if recezving him ſprritualiter by Faith and ſacramentaliter, 
be better than aw only ; why may not ſacramentaliter and 
corporaliter, be alſo better than ſacramenta/tter only? Who can de- 
monſtrate it, That the fazzhful receive no more benefit ( from the 
Divine good pleaſure) by 7a:z7h, and the body of our Lord /ub- 
ftantially preſent, than he ſhould by faith, and the boay only zy- 
pically preſent ; fince all depends on God's good pleaſure? Why 
may 1t not be his w2H, to confer the complement of our 102% 
with him, and the perfedZ/on of grace and charity 1n us, and the 
| laſt ſea] of our 79mortality and mncorruptibility in us , not by the 
recelpt of the /y,2bols of his body, but by his very body unned 
and join'd to our ſoxls and bodies; and yet not theſe to a// that 
receive it neither (becauſe it a&ts not phy/ically or irre/1/iibly ) 
Eut to the worthy ? | 
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Calum (as he is very inconſtant in his expreſſions con- 
cerning this Sacrament) ſeems to hint ſomething to this pur- 
poſe, /n/t:z. /. 4. c. 17. ſ.9. ſ.11. uw omnia non poſſe aliter effict 
mtelligimus gum Chriſtus torus ſpiritu ty corpore nobis adharcat, 
that we may be membra corports ejus, ex offibus ejus ( carne ejus, 


- enagnum iftud arcanum Eph. 5.---and /. 11. Quo ( 7.e.) exhibitione 


Jangumis oy corporis ejus primum in unum corpus cum iþſo coaleſct- 
mus; deinde participes ſubſtantie ejus fat, in bonorum omnium 
communicatione virtutem qguogue ſentimus. See B. Forbes |, 1.C.T 
[- 26, 27. much to this purpole ; Priſc: fideles ante Chriſt: mcarna- 
tionem carnem Chriſti ſpiritualiter edebans in manna (y rebas altts 
fieuratam, ty ſufficienter pro ſlatu Oeconomice illins ad ſalutem.--- 
1 Cor. Io. Sed uithilommns, per communicationem carnis Chriſti n 
Enchariſtia, multo altius gy folidius nos Chriſtianos incorporars Chri- 
ſto, quam priſcos fideles gut ſpiritualiter tantum ſeu per ſolam fidem 
caruem Chriſti manducabant, credidit ſemper Fccleſia Catholica---- 
0s cum edimus eundem Chriſftum fide quidem util, ſed fide ret pre- 
ſentis, qua aftu ipſo ty non ſola ſpe, nobis cum pane exhibetur, modo 
tamen meffabili 6c. caggum eft per manducationem myſtiicam corpo- 
ris Domint, --nos multo efficacins oy plenius, ſublimius oy auguſtius, 
ftriftins oy artins corpor1 ty ſangum: Chriſti uniri, quam perilla 
( 2. e. verbum, fidem, baptiſmum, gc.) Quam ob cauſam Hoc ſacra- 
mentum aicitur per excellentiam communao ; quia ſcil. hunc modum 
per manducationem myſticam Chriſtus inſt1tmt longe efficaciſſumum 
perficiende uninis ty conjunttions guam aretifjume inter ſeſe oy 
membra ſua, xc. 1 conclude theretore, that very tranſcendent 
may the effect of this corporal preſence, of our Saviour be, beyond 
a ſpiritual and ſymbolical only ; as the effet of a ſpiritual and 
alſo ſymbolical 1n the. Sacrament 1s granted to be more than of a 
{piritnal only ; tho the virzue thereoft;by God's good pleaſure be 
obſtructed and denyed to the zmworthy; even as his b/ood ſhed 
on the Crols, and given ior. a/,, yet 1s not cfteftual or beneficial 

tO 7/24Ny. oo 
To the 6th Chapter of St. John's. Goſpel. Suppoſing, for the 
preſent, what Dr. Zayhor and others contend for, That our Savi- 
our ſpeaks only of a ſpiritual feeding on him+by faith, and not of 
the ſacramenutal at all: Yet as the Doctor will grant, that this 
Chapter contains 1n it nothing prejudicial to our attaining ſome 
bonefit by receiving the ſacrament and the ſymbols of Chriſt's body 
thercin, tho 1t 1s moſt true of theſe ſymbo/s, that they of 7hem- 
(ves profit nothing, as to conter on us an eternal life, Oe 
- E 
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the participation alſo of the ſpirit of Chriſt communicated only 
to believers : So I return, that 1t contains nothing 1n 1t prejudt- 
cial to our obtaining ſome benefit from the ſacramental receiving 
of our Saviour's very fleſh: Tho it 1s moſt true alſo of this tery 
Fleſh, that receiv'd alone withont the ſpirit, as it 1s by all the 2. 
worthy communicants, it doth help nothing at all to make a man 
live for ever. The whole paſſage in oh. 6. ſeems to be thus : 
When our Saviour had told the Capernaztes, upon occaſion of 
- © their boaſting how Moſes gave them Manna to eat, that ( much 
beyond thoſe Manna-eaters that were dead ) he, whoſoever ſhould 
eat the fleſh of the Son of man, ſhould /zve for ever; they con- 
cetv'd his meaning to be, that whoſo couid get a piece of his 
fleſh and eat it, ſhould by virtue thereof for ever be prefery'd in 
life : And this ſeem'd to them 1o unreaſonable and 10 barbarous 
a thing, either that he ſhould any way feed them with his fleſh, 
or that they that fed with 1t ſhould by the itrength and force 
thereof /zve for ever, that they forſook him and his doQtrine : 
Upon which he 1n{trudts them further 1n this 2y/tery, as 1t ſeems 
to me to this effe&: 1. That they ſhould not ear his fleſh at all,, 
in ſuch a manner as they imagin'd, 7z. e. in 1ts vazura/ condition ; 
but that he ſhould aſcend up to Heaven, where he was. before, 
and fo 7hat his fleſh with him ; ſee ver. 62. upon which aſcent 

- the Spzrzt ſhould come upon all zrae beherers, which Sr? ſhould 
ut give them z/hzs hfe ; ſee 70h. 7.38, 39. 2. That his fleſh ( it caten 
then, or whenever it ſhould be eaten in ſuch manner as he ſhould 
communicate 1t to them ) could give them no fe alone, or by 
its own virtue, but only by his $7r77 ( which 1s the forntan of 
life eternal) join'd with, and accompanying his fleſh ; and that 
not to af receiving his fleſh, but to the belzever of his words, « 
which words therefore 1n the cloſe of ver. 63, when 4eliev'd m, 
he calls ſpirit and hfe; 7.e. conferring the Sprriz, from which 1s 
recelv'd that /zfe. See ver. 63.---wherein, that you may the better 
underſtand the uſual expreflion of this Zuangelt, ice Fob. 4.14- 
and 7. 38, 39. where the Sr: ( ſignified in both places by wa- 
ter ) 1s declar'd to be the fonntam of life eternal. 


And now it is high time to leave of to tire you with a Diſ- 
courſe, the more tedious becauſe entangling it ſeſf with the Wri- 
tings of ſo many others. Now (to conclude) T pray the good 
Lord, To preſerye you, or any other, that reads at, .trom — 
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moved or perſwaded by apy thing erroncous there: And may 
he make the ſhame of any thing: that is {aid amiſs. here by me 
(tho, he knows, unwittingly, yet I may not. ſay innocently) to 
tall upon me; and open your Underſtanding to ſee-all my De- 
fees; that ſo, if this my Endeavour in this Hiſtory of the Z%- 
<hari/t (intended chiefly to make men, tho of another perſwaſion, 
yet more charitable at leaſt to the Do&rine of our Forefathers, 
which they have left) can do no good, it may do no 4art ; but 
that Truth may ever proſper, prevail, triumph. Z/ef/ed be his 


holy Name for ever. Amen 
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The DoQrine of the Church of England concerning the 

ſubſtantial Preſence, and Adoration, of Our B. Saviour 

. #n the Euchariſt aſſerted: With a Vindication of Two 

Diſcourſes on that ſubjet, Publiſh'd at Oxford, from * 

- _ of a Sacramentary Anſwer, Printed at 
ondon. 


flantiation, 1s foreign to the Oxford Diſcourſes, treat- 

ing of the Real Preſence, and Adoration, of our Lord 
in the Zuchari/t : Therefore, tho liable to material exceptions 
(ſuch are falſe and perverted quotations, long ſince detefted and 
exposd ; Romantick Stories, impertinent if 7rue ; fallacious Ar- 
gumgs, and wretched Calimmes, induitriouſly contriv'd to decerue 
and ncenſe the Populace;) yet, It ſhall be neg/eFed, and our 41:- 
madver/ions commence at Part 2. c. 2. where the Miniſter's Re- 
fleetions are profeſſedly applied to the Treatiſes. 


I. EF 7! HE former Part of the Anſwer, Combating Tranſub. 


IT. Pag. 44- 4. 14. © All which the DoErine of our Church im- 
A = by this Phraſe, 1s only a Real Preſence of Chriſt's 1nviſi- 
© ble Power and Grace, gr. | | | 
4 Preſence of Grace and Power only, 1.e a real abſence of our 
Lord's boay and bload, from both the Zucharift and worthy Com- 
mMunicant, was indeed profcit by the Puritan Party , which ex- 
claimed againſt Archbiſhop Zaud, Biſhop Hountague, and others, 
for maintaining a  ſubSenteat Preſence : From-whoſe Clamour and 
Impeachment thele Learned Prelates vindicated themſelves, not 
by that eafie and complete way of diſowning the Dod#rme, and 
interpreting their Zxpreſſions and Sentiments to intend a preſence 
of Grace and Power only ( which obvious Reply would have 1i- 
enc'd, if not appeaſed, the Faction); but by juſtifying their 7Te- 
vet to be what the Church of England held and preſcrib'd. 

A preſence of Grace only, can import no- more than a beftow- 
ing of Grace or benefits without: the thing beneficial or gracions : 
But, that the Chureh of England, by her Feads or prog 
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Members (from Q. Elizabeth's time to the Return of Char.IT.) own'd 
this Zz:1nglianiſm for her Faith, is from no authentick act, that I 
have perus'd, yet evident. | 

I. Not evident from the XXVIII Article ( tho the Auſwerer 
affirms ſo much ) : For that Arz:cle neither does, nor was intended 


to, contain any thing. inconſiſtent with a ſub/tantial Preſence; 


tho it condemns 7ranſub/tantiation. To ratifie this, I need alledge 
againlt this Hmiſter a Witneſs no better qualified then Dr. Bur- 


* et ( becauſe produc'd as very credible in this caſe by this Man 


in Þ.- $8.) who ſays---27 was thought to be enough to condemn | 1n 
this Article ] Tranſub/tantiation, gc. 

2. Not evident from the Communton-Office, as the ſame F7;/torian 
relates Fiſt. Ref. Part 2. p. 390. *It was propoſed to have the 
© Communion-Book ſo contriv'd, that it might not exclude the 
« Belief of the Corporal Preſence : For the chief Deſign of the 
«Queen's Council was to Unite the Nation in One Faith, and 
<the greater part of the Nation continued to believe ſuch a 
« Preſence ; thereupon, the Rubrick---is left out. And indeed 
had we not this uncontrolable teſtimony out of that very :44- 
Zhor, who 'would fain have been ſet up in Charches { as the 
Old Fox's Monuments ), yet, as much might be collected from 
the Office it ſelf: 7hat no-where excludes the ſ#/tance , or limits 
the Communion of the Body and Blood of Chriſt to Grace and 
Power ; which it muſt do before it can countenance the .A4#- 
ſwerer's tenet. _— any Perſon, not extreamly prepoſleſt, will 
ſooner <interpret theſe Paſlages,---7 he Communion of the Body,gyc. 
He Spiritually eat the Fleſh of Chriſt, &yc. When the Miniſter 
delivers the Communion,--7 he Body of our Lord Feſus Chrift, gc. 
«(omitted in the Anſwer )--Take, eat, gy. We thank God that he 
« doth vouchſaſe to feed us with the-Food of the moſt precious Bo- 


« dy, &c. The Bread, that we break, is a partaking of the Body of 


&« Chriſt, gc. I ſay, an unprejudic'd Man will ſooner underſtand 
theſe expreſſions as including a ſubſtantial preſence, than a figni- 
tying only the power and grace of Chrift's Boay and Blood. How 
could they then take them otherwiſe who behev'd a corporal pre- 
fence, and, till the laſt years of Zaw. VI. ſcarce ever heard that 
the wwords were capable of any other ſenſe? 

3. Not evident from' the Catechiſm : In which the Church of 
England is ſo far from teaching her Children a Preſence of Grace 
only, that ſhe plainly inſtruts them to believe a ſubſtantial Pre- 
fence. Does ſhe nor, as 1t were, difleR the Zxucharyt into its parts, 
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acquainting them that zz con/effs of an Outward part or /jn, 
Bread and Wine ; of an Inward part or thing ſignified, the Body 
and Þ lood of -Chrift, &c. and then demands, hat are the Benefits 
(or cffes of theſe Parts,)} whereof we are partakers thereby, 1. e. by 


the Boay and Blood of Chrift > Now 1t ſhe deſign by boay and blood 


of Chrift the benefits only of them, then her Qze/t:on runs thus ; 
What are the Benefits, whereof we are partakers, by the Benefits 
which are the inward Part of the Lord's Supper? A Queſtion too 
Tidiculous to be propoſed by any perſon of ſobriety, much leſs fit 
for a Church to put 1n her 7/t:7u7/on of Chriſtians. If then the 
Catechiſm may be explicated literally, (as one ayould 1magin a Ca- 
zechiſm oaght,) the Church of England both believes and teaches 
a ſubſtantial Preſence. Agreeable hereto 1s Biſhop Aer's Expoli- 
tion, licenſed 1685, by Fo. Battely, Chaplin to the Archbiſhop 
of Canterbury. ---< O God incarnate, (ſays the Brſhop,) how thou 
Ecanſtgive us thy fleſh to eat, and thy blood to drink ; how thy 
& fleſh is meat indeed gy. "How thou, who art in Heaven, art 
« preſent on the Altar, I can by no means explain, but I firmly 
" [8s it all, becauſe thou haſt ſaid it; and I firmly rely on thy 
&« love, and on thy Omnipotence to make good thy word, tho the 


 <manner of doing it I cannot comprehend.--. Here, in expreſli- 


ons very fervent, and becoming a Chri/tian Paſtor, he inſtructs 
the people of his Dzoceſe to believe, that God mcarnate gives them 
hrs fleſh to eat &c. Next, that, 7ho 1 Heaven, yet the ſame God in- 
carnate 1s preſent on the Altar. 3ly. That the manner of this Pre- 
ſence, whether 77 or with the elements, 73 mexplicable. Laitly, that 
the Iovve and — of the ſame God are relied on to make good 
that Preſence, whereof the manner 7s incomprehenſible. Now, if 
God incarnate were preſent on the Altar, at the ſame time he is in 
Heaven, by grace and influence only, his fleſh would be neither 
preſent on the 4/tar, nor given us to ear. No more myſtery, nor 
zncomprehen/ibilitty could be diſcerned in his EuchariFtical, than 
in his Papriſmal preſence; neither would there be ſuch need 
of extraordinary /ove and ommmporence to periorm his promiſed 
preſence 1n this, more than 1n any other, Re/1g10us ceremony, where- 
in all grant his preſence to be only graczous. Nay, the whole 
paragraph were no better than a deyout and ſolemn de/#/157. Nor 
am I prevailed-on to alter my thoughts concerning this ſhop's 
preſent faith (would he do himſelf, his Order, and Chriſtianity 
that right as to profeſs 1t frankly and clearly ) by any retraf7aron 
or corred710n publiſhed in the Edition of his Book 1c8565 : That 

amount- 
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amounting to'no more than a denyal of 7ra»ſubſtantiation, not 
of a ſubſtantial Preſence: whereby I am perfeAly confirmed, that 
by znexplicable, mcomprehenſtble manner, was intended the manner 
of the Fleſh's being preſent , not whether it were preſent or no, 
and that 1t was this he could neither explazz nor comprehend. 'To 
proceed further : 1n evincing affirmatively, that the /exſe of the 
aforeſaid Article, Office, and Catechiſm was a ſubtantial preſence, 
the ſupremeſt and molt authentic Znrerpreters, that have appeared 
lince Go creation of the preſent Church of England may be pro- 


duced. 
t. We begin with Queen Z/izabeth , the. Parent} of modern 


 Prelatick Proteſtancy. "This Laay profeis'd the Catholick Religion 


in her S:/ter's Reign; and, when ſhe obtein'd the Crown , was 
with ditticulty perſwaded to a/terations in Religion, as was long 
ago told the world from other intelligence , and lately from 
Fewel's &c Letters peruſed by Dr. Zurnet in his Ramble. In 
particular, She own'd the- Rea/preſence to the Count of Feria and 
others, and commended a Preacher tor aſſerting it on Goodfriday 
i565. A Realpreſence, I ſay, She patronized, and ſuch a one, as 
was own'd by the ancient Fazhers, and had bin believed 1n the 
Church of England ſince the conver/ion of that Nation ; believed 
without either check or interraption till towards the ſetting of #- 
ward the 6. when Zuinghaniſin ſeems to have bin introduced : 
Now it She profeſs'd a ſubſtantial preſence, and if She, that autho- 
rized the Z7turgy and Articles, did not do it till after ſhe had fluxt 
them of whatever was malignant to a /ub/tantial preſence, (to ac- 
commodate them to the majority of the Nation that with her {elf 
were ſo per{waded,) ſure, She intended they ſhould be interpreted 
as her Self and the oft both thought and profeſs'd. Can the 
genuine ſenſe of the words be both a Subſtantial preſence and a 
Preſence of Grace only? Could a Nation in a moment believe by 
the Body of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, ſpoke at the delivery of the 
Sacrament to them, was meant on the one day that his Body was 
verily, and indeed, and 11 ſubſtance (if this be more ) gruen to them, 
and the next day underſtand by the fame words ,.that the Body of 
or Lord was not verily, and indeed, nor mm ſubFtance, but only mn fi- 
gure aud benefit exhibited? eſpecially when they heard the 72p0- 
Jer oi tuch paſſages declare for the former ſenſe, ſaw her delere 
what oppotcd it, and retain the ſelf ſame /anguave the Catholrck 
Church, their true Mother, uſed in all times, ro convey her faith 
to their Minds? Whercupon, conſidering theſe things, togethep 
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with the minzated copy of Articles &c, ſeen by Dr. Barnet; conſi- 
dering I ſay that: the chief Paſtoreſ{ had authority according to 
the Do&trine of Zay-Supremacy to impoſe, and according to Dr. 
Burnet's deleted copy did impoſe, her Judgment to be ailented-79 
and ſubſcribed by the whole Clergy gc. we may truly conclude, 
not only as ſome have done, that the chief Paſtors of the Church, 
but that theawho/e Church, Head and Body,Queen, Clergy, and People, 
did then diſapprove of | or 4:fſemble about | the Definition made in 
King Zdward's time, and that they were for Real preſence. 

2. Her Succeſlor, King James 7. either underitood the Article 
and Z:iturgy in the ſame ſenſe according to the atreſtations of Bi- 
ſhop Andrews and Caſaubon; or, where has the Church of England 
publiſh'd, that ſhe holds a /u#/tanza/ preſence, as thoſe Learned 
Perſons ſay ſhe often has ? eatlter no where it not here; or with 
contradition to what is here, if e/ſewhere ; becauſe the proper 
ſenſe of the Arzicle and Liturgy can't be both a ſub/tantial, and 
but only a graczous, preſence. But that Part ol the Catechi(m, 
which concerns the Sacraments, and which was compoled by 
Dr. Overal in this A7ng's Reign, determins the diſpute as to this 
Prince's faith - for, tho the Catechiſm ( as _—_ any ſentence) 
may be wrelſted, yet, it cannot be rendred, without abſurdity and 
pailing for a meer cheat, in favour of any other, than a ſubFtar- 
tial preſence : And Biſhop Co/m's dottrme 1s lome argument, that 
Dr. Overal, his Patron and Maſter, did mean no other. | 

3. As to King Charks the Firft, if we may gather his judement 
fxpm either Books, publiſhed by his command, or Sermons preach'd 
before him, He adhered to that Fazth 1n this point, ck all his 
Chriſtian Anceſtors had profeſs'd. Out of ſuch Books. and Sermons 
we preſent the Reader with two /n/tances, 1o full to our deſign, 
that if they can be eluded ſo may a Demonſtration. The former 
is in Archbiſhop LZLawd's Conference with Father Fifher, a Book 
mighly 7 by that Excellent, tho calamitous, Amg. --< And 
<« for the Church of Zxg/and nothing 1s more plain, than that it. 
<« believes and teaches the true and real preſence of Chriſt in the 
<« Euchariſt, unleſs 4. C. can make a Body no Body, and Blood no 
« Blood, | but anlſs Grace be a Boay, and Benefit be Blood, Dr. 


St. and the Anſwerer can make a [ody no Body. &c. | ogy. The: 


other is in Dr. Zaurence's Sermon before the Anz ( Charles I. | p:; 


17,18. ---< AsT like not thoſe that ſay, He is bodily there,to I ike 


* not thoſe thar ſay, His Body 1s not there ; becauſe Chr/t faith: 
+ 1t 15 there, and. St. Pan! ſaith us there, andthe Church of £Z%2- 
IJ 


laud- 
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« /aud ſaith tis there, and the Church of God ever faid tis there, 
«and that truly, and ſubſtantially, and eſſentially, gc. For the 
Opinion of the Sons and Succefſors to this Prince, concerning a 
jubifantial preſence &c, tis out of queſtion. I preſume. What then 


weadd, is, That either all theſe Zeads, and the Church of England, 


believed the ſame, or ſhe has a 2;/erab/e Faith, wherein no Head, 
{ince Queen #/:2zabeth produced Her, durit either live or die. 

It were a dithdence 1n this Proof, or an affront to an intelligent 
Reader, to offer him a Proteſtant nubes Teſtium, as a further con- 
{irmation in this matter ; for then we mult recount to him almoſt 
all their Fathers from their Primtrve times, throughout a Cen- 
tury at leaſt that this Re/zgzon has endured, even the celebrated 
names of Biſhop Pome}, Bilhop Zi/ſon, Biſhop Andrews, Biſhop O- 
veral, Archbiſhop Zawa, Biſhop Buckeriage, Biſhop Hall, Biſhop 
Forbes, Biſhop Field, Biſhop Montague, Archbiſhop Brambal, Bi- 
ſhop Co/ms, Biſhop Gunning, &. Dr. Cowel, Dr. Pock/mmton, Dr. 
Heylin, Mr. S4tton, &c. omitting many now alive or dead ſince 
1660. ſeveral of which have bin already alledged in the Treatiſes 
we dcfend, and have received either no anſwers, or ſuch as be 
mſufficient, as the following Exammation of them will manifeſt. 

Pag. 61.1.1. AHere 7 muSt obſerve, that this Learned Perſon 
[ Mr. Hooker | 7s drawn n only by a conſequence, and that no very 
clear one &c. Mr. Hooker ſays, that « beſides partaking of the grace 
&« of that Body and Blood g9x, the holy mylteries impart unto us 
«even 1n true and real, tho myſticai manner, the very Perſon of 
« our Lord, whole, perfe&t, and entire. His Body and Blood axe 
© in that very ſubje&, whereunto they give life, not only by effe&t 
© or operation, even as the influence * the Heavens 1s in plants: 
© &c, butallſo by a far more divine and myſtical kind of union gc. 
Now the /nference, the Oxford Diſcourſes make, is; That Mr. 
Hooker believed by Real Preſence more than a preſence of Grace 
only, even a ſ[ub/tantial preſence : for a preſence of Chriſt's perſon, 
whole, per fef?, and entire, with either the worthy recerver or the 
elements too, cannot poſllibly be reſolved into grace only ; becauſe 
where the Perſon of Chriſt 1s, there his Natures are ſubſtantial 
prefent, they, 1ince the zncarnatzon, being inſeparable from zt. Is 
1t not ealy then to deduce, what the D2ſcourſer did, from the paſ- 


ſage cited? Can any other be drawn from that jaudicions Man's 


words? This Anſwerer ſays the real Preſence inmorts no more 
than a rea/ preſence of Power and Grace. Mr. Hooker ſays the 
©94!rary, and.tells us what that more 1s, which it imports, the Per- 
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fon of Chriſt , and that all the queſtion 1s, #/þether the ſubjeX where- 
n Chrift reſides, be the Recetver only,or the conſecrated Elements. alſo? 
Foreconcile Mr. FZooker and the Auſwerer,ut will be neceſſary rhen 
for us to underi{tand by Mr. Fooker's more than Grace, Grace on- 
ly; and, by the Perſon of Chriſt, a Perſon without any Nature or 
Subſtance Humane or Divine. - But how does our ,4ſwerer 
{cape this pinch? truly, with due reſpe& to Mr. FZoker, and 
ſome tolerable ſatisfaction to the Objection - for he prudently co]- 
les other pa//azes, whereof ſome ſay as much as the quotation, 
and none of thein are contradiffory thereto, nor attirm the Real 
preſence to ſignity #220 more than a preſence of Grace. Nothing 
but /h7s will clear the difficulty, and fo much as this demonſtrates 
the molt zudicrions Proteſtant ſo weak as tc contradie? himicli. 


Pag. 62/ ].8. He ( Biſhop Avnarews ) utterly excludes aff defining 
any thing as to the Manner of Chriſt's Preſence, gyc. Biſhop An- 
arews does not decline defining that our Lord's Body 1s ſubſtan- 
rally preſent ; but the manner how this [ub/tance 7s preſent he 
waves defining. Again, unleſs that Yz/hop believ'd a ſubſtantial 
preſence, he believ'd one by ſo much /z{f 7rue than ours, as the 
ſubſtance or perſon of a thing 1s wearer to it, or a more proper pre- 
aicate of it, than its qualities and effed?s are. Thirdly, unlels 
this Prelate makes the Euchariftical Preſence no more 1eW than 
the Baptiſmal ( which neither he nor any Father ever did) the 
Alluſion to Baptiſm 1s ſhort of the Miniſter's purpoſe. Laſtly, 
The Biſhop's ſaying, Chri/t's Boay, as Glorified, is not preſent in 
zhe-Encharft,. does not in the leaſt oppoſe a ſubſtantial preſence. 
Who, that believes a ſubſtantial Preſence, thinks Chriſt to be 1n 
the Zachariſt as in his glory? This however,they all ſay, 7 hat the 
very ſame ſubſtance which 1s Glorified, which was Born, and Cru- 
cified, rs. preſent m that Sacrament, and that its Eachariſtical man- 
ner of exiſtence 1s different from what it either had, or hath,cilc- 
where. © If then Biſhop Andrews teſtimony ſtand good for a /u9- 
ſtantial preſence , Caſarhen's, and King James's (1. ), and conle- 
quently the Church of England's, are allur'd on the lame fide; and 
we may renew, and augment that A7ng's wonder, That not only 
a Stranger to, but a Mmifler of, the ſame Church, ſhould be 1o 7- 
acvertaut as not to remember, or ſo preſumptuous (it he do) as 
to deny, what his Own Church of England has fo often, and ſo evi; 
dently, aſſerted. 
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Pag. 64.. 1. 4. --Nor can we make any other judezment of the Arche 


Biſhop of Spalato, &x. The Anſwer to Spalato's teſtimony 1s. 


groily extravagant. If this FBrſhop be earneſt againſt unworthy 
Recerters of the Sacrament, Is thery our Lord ſubſtantially ab- 
ſent according to him? One would think, that has perus'd St. 
PanT's words, 1 Cor. 11. 29. and heard of Mr. Thorndyke's Com- 
ment on them ; that, from the 4g as ta carneſtneſs againſt an. 
worthy receiving, he ſhould rather believe a ſub/tantial preſence ; 
reprehending the 1mpiety the more zealouſly, becauſe be di/cer- 
ned our Lord's Body to be where it ts, not where it is not. It this 
H&:ſhop own a ſpiriinal, imperceptible, and miraculous preſence , does 


he thereby difown a /ub/tantzzal preſence? Sir, 'Thele ſtupid Con-- 


ſequences w1ll not paſs now adays, at leaſt not amongit Adver. 
faries, whatever they do with your Party. 

Tbid. 1.2.6. -- But he does not ſay, that Chriſt's natural Boay, Oc. 
Here Archbiſhop Laad's 7e/timony 1s. rejeted by a Hat denial of 
what that great Man hath, if not 71 terms, in eftect ſaid ( for 
to quote with approbation 1s as much as to ſay). Does he not 
cite Catvn, that Chrift does not offer us only the _— of his 
Death and Reſurreftion, but the Hoay it ſelf, m which be ſuffered 
aud roſe? Ts not Biſhop Ridly alſo produc'd by him, ſaying, That 
in the Sacrament 1s the very true and natural Boay of Feſus Chriſt, 
even that which was horn of the Yirgmm Mary, which afcended mto 
Heaven, which fits at the right hand of God the Father, &c.? 

Thid. I. 30. --The.ſame muſt be [aid of Biſhop Hall, &yc. The guo- 
7ations out of Biſhop Hall, Biſhop MHountague, and Bilhop B://on, 
are plain for a ſubflantial preſence ; and 1t undifcern'd. by the ,4n- 
ſaverer, to be ſo, ſnrely not his facultres, but _—_— and the 
Poft he has undertaken to” defend, are blamable. If any ſuch 
matter as a /ubſ/tantial preſence were obſervable 1n Biſhop 4n- 


Hews's words, Why not 1n theſe Authors ? Why not in Biſhop | 


Hall's and Biſhop «Moantague's expreflions ; whereof the one uſes 
the fame, and the orher terms equivalent ? ---Fes apud 5% un 
caa-m,--with Catoinifts and Zutherans.--The thing 3s yeilded-to 
on either ſide.---On the-Catholick and Church of Eygland {ide. But 
the Latheran and Carholick fide yeilds to no other thing than a 
fbſlantial Preſence. "The thing ( the obje&?) 1s not the ſame with 
them and us, 1f Caturmf7s and the Church of England, by the Body 
of Chri/t, mean Grace only. = FE RS 
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Pag. 65. 1. 13. 7 ought not to paſi over &c. But why is Biſhop 
Forbes's teftimony paſt over ſo unconcernedly, and, initead of an 
Anſwer to his af/ertions, an obloquy left on his Name, 1nvolvinÞ 
the whole Family of Reconcelers ?. Did he not in that paſſage 
write his 7houghts? Was his intention only a palliating or re- 
commending of Error and /do/atry, not a retrenching the opi- 
nions and unjuſtifiable aggravations of thoſe that afte&t er- 
Zremes, and thro rage deſert 7ruth? I always conceited the aim 
of that wiſe and: moderate Perſon, and of other Accommedators, 
to have bin the wndiſgu/img of Dofrines, and a repreſentation of 
them 1n their proper /neaments and habit ; but not a betrayins of 
zruth to purchale a wicked peace. Hencetorward theretore, it 
this Hmfter be regarded, whenever we hear a man ſpeak of re- 
concilement, we mult double our guards, and pond tIrea- 
chery. But where was the Z:/hop's conſcience, and reſpeCt to prety * 
if, according to this Amyter, to cement a rotten Union, be con- 
diſcended not only to relinquiſh his Faz7h, but allo to eſtabliſh 
an inexcuſable 7av/arry ; for his words affert both a ſubſtantia! 
preſence on the holy 7 able, and an Adoration of our Lord's boay 
there preſent. The preſence he means 1s ſuch a one, of 4whzcþ the 
more orthodox Proteſtants do not doubt, which the Holy Father s 
very often mention, and wwh:ch the Prr:tans, groſly erring, reject- 
ed: but the rigider Profeſtauts rejet a ſubſtantial, not a gracious, 
preſence, 1o that the Biſhop's ſenſe will admit of no other evaſion, 


beſides his being of the Pacrfick 7ribe, which 1s, 1t ſeems with 


this Miniſter, if not 7 maledietionibus, of no authority. Thus this 
impartial Friend to truth, whillt he ſhould weigh the arguments, 
conſiders the perſonal gualities of an Author ;, and 1s carried for 


- or againſt Zhoſc, as zheſe aftect or diſpleaſe him. 


Pag. 66. /. 1. ---For Biſhop Tailor, 7 cannot acquit our Author of 
a wilful prevarication &c. Nor I the Anſwerer of folly, for med- 
ling with what he can no better az/charge. His buſinels 1s to ſhew 
elther that Biſhop Tailor had written no ſuch paſſage, as was 
cited out of his works, or that his words were perverted from 
their literal ſenſe by the Dyſcoarſer : tor to alledge out of the 
ſame, or another Book, ſentences contradiory thereto, will ex- 
poſe the Bi/bop indeed, but ſatisfies not the afficulty ; tor the Dſ- 
courſer no where undertook, that Dr. Zaylor has not ſaid and 2- 
{aid (acording to the cuſtom of Proteſtants and Hits,) but that he 
has ſaid what, with any candor, 1s incapable of any other meaning 
chan 1s 1mpolſed 1n the Oxford Treatiſes. Bucer's adyice to P. 
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"Flartyr , ut Dogma ſacramentarium ambiguis loguendi formnlis 
zrvotveret, and Dr. Tayhr's boaſtings and practices, are too notort- 
ous to be 1nfiſted-on ; or for vs to exvect from ſo 1nconſtant, artifi- 
ctal, and confident a #77zter, other than that according as his hw 
mor or circumſtances engaged, he ſhould ſometimes deliver him- 
{elf play, ſometimes 1n affected and imtricate terms, and never _ 
{cruple contradicting <7mſc/f, ſo he might procure a preſent relef, 
when reduced by his cauſe or indiſcretions to a ffrart.- This Re- 
Þ;7, to this Miniſter's Anſwer to Dr. Taylor's teſtimony, will ſerve 
for what was return'd pag. 4.9.50. to Calvin's and Beza's Authori- 
ties. It other places contradictory can be pickt out of their Y/r27- 
785, yet that will not manifeſt, thar they, 1m the ſentences cited, 
.intended not a {ubStantial preſence. But where does Calum ay, 
folum beneficium non corpus iþſum, the propoſition: contradiftory to 
negue tantum beneficiam ſed corpus ipſum? Is it not of this Pro- 
polition that Archbiſhop Lawd ſays; ---< Nor can that place by 
& any art be ſhifted, or by any x 6M wrelſted, from Cafoin's true 
© mcaning of the Preſence of Chriſt in and at the blefled Sacra- 
ment of the Euchariſt.--. The Archbiſhop was a Pary in eva- 
ſions, and of a feeb/e ſpirit ; for, what his acuteneſs could not econ- 
trive, and his courage durſt not attempt, this miſter has diſco- 
vered and advyentured to perform, even 7o ſhift off and wreſt this 
place, by ſome that ſay nothing different, and by others that ſay 
nothing contradiffory. ' 


Pag. 69. I. 24. ---Andnow F am afraid his cauſe will be deſperate; 
znleſs Mr. Thorndike can ſupport it. The ſame courle 1s taken 
to anſwer Mr. Therndike, as was followed to diſmiſs molt of the 
precedent, viz. endeavourms to oppoſe Mr. Thorndike to himſelf - 
this praftice how uſeful, and how trequently uſed; ſoever it be by 
the Auſwerer as wondrous ſufficient, yet 1s rejeed by him 1n pa- 
xa/tcl caſes; and he takes that liberty he diſallows to ſuch as have 
equal 7/247 to it with himſelt. Yet how will this rare controver- 
:1ijt vindicate Mr. Thorndike from approving Tdolatry, it he deny 
that learned Man to hold a /nb/tantial preſence? for, what can be 
more expreſs tor Adoration of our Lord m the Euchariſt than his 
words are? © ] dobelieve that it | advratzon | was praiſed and 
«* done 1n the ancient Church. ---I know the conſequence to- be 
< this, that there ts no juſt cauſe why 1t ſhould not be done at pre- 
fent, Ox. Whatever zo7zon therefore Mr. 7 hornaike had: of our 
Lnd's preſence, certainly he maintazned the preſence of _ 

my 
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Body 2s was adorable, and that the adoration praftiſed in the Cx 
thalick Church was not 7, dolatry. 


Having thus copiouſty diſcuſs'd this Point, /Fhether the De- 
&rine of the Church of England, concerning the Real Preſence, eas, 
from Queen Elizabeth's days 11H] the Reflanration of the laſt King, 
fer a ſubſtantial,or but gracions,Prefence ; and having amply demon- 
{trared, that a ſzbantial Preſence was its faith, and that as well 
its Article, Communion-Offi.e and Catechiſm, as 1ts ſupremeſt Go- 
vernors, and moft dignified and learned Dotfors, are mary 
and full in the caſe, for which the Diſcourſes contend ; one chiet 
Deſign of them 2s ſecured and defended, and by this Amifter's 
confeſſion ſeveral pornrs are gain'd: as, 1. © That of all men J1v- 
« ing, thc genuine Sons of the Church of Zng/and ought not to 
« preſs us with ſuch contradictions wherein their own opinion 1s 
© equally involved. pag. 41./.18. 2. Thatit 1s no lefs. a contra-. 
&« dition for Chriſt's Natural Body to. be in ſeveral places at the 
« ſame time by the Church' of Zn2/and's mode of Subitantial Pre- 
« ſence, than. by the: Church of Rome's; which add's only the 
« Manner of that Subſtance being preſent, 72. Tranſubſtantiation: 
© the repugnancy being 1n the thing art ſelf, not in the manner of 
«!t. Therefore the Philoſophical Maxim, of the 1mpollibility of 
« one Body's being 11 many places at the {ame time, muſt not by 
« Church of Zng/and-men.be relied-on, nor urged 1n the Diſpute 
between us. pag. 44- /. 4. Beſides, we obtain - 347, That the genume 
Sons of the Church of England ought neither to impeach Catholicks 
of Jadolatry, nor, in taking the 7 eft, proteſs we are /ao/arers, ſince, 
according to thezr fa:7h, our objef# 1s right, and there where we 


believe 1t to reſide. Should they charge the whole Church wailr: 
Idolatry for worſhiping Jetus. Chrilt /z;4/tan77a/ly preſent in the Eu- 


chariſt, which they both he/zeve and pradziſe* Does not the ſame 
realorr compel them to afhrm Adoration follows their 59wwn Do- 
Arine, and therefore ours, which forced Biſhop 4ſor7p7 to ſay it 
followed the Zetheran? 4/y, Their deference to the certainty oj* 
fenſe mult be adjuſted with ours, and Miracles muſt not be con- 
tined to its ſphere. 5/y, Such /augnage as this Minſter uſes mait 
be forborn, and his blaſphermons Tronzes receive the ſame deteſt. 
tion with them as they have with» as. For inſtance, Yref. p. 6. /. 
penult. That the Council of Lateran gave the Prieſts power of mak- 
ug their God : for Church of Freland Priefts (it true Prieſts) have 
the/ame power with the Catholick, But vez7her.pretend by — 
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dotal conſecration to make the ſubſtance of Chrif?'s Body, but only 
to invoke the ZZo/y Chet toeftedt by its Almighty power, that the 
f[aljtanie of our Lord's: glorified body, which now exiſts glori- 
oully in Heaven, may al{o exilt Sacramentally on the Altar. Is 
this making their God? The Lateran Definition de Fide Catho- 
lica, and the Council of Trent informed this «Mimiiter what part, 
by Chrilt's inſtitution, not their g7f7 (as this man 1mpoles,) the 
Priclt has in the conſecration, 1t he had not bin willing to forget or 
miltake 1t for vile purpoſes. Again, p. 7s. /. 8. That the Popiſh 
Real Preſence 1s a meer figment, and their Maſs to be abhorred ra- 


. ther than adored. Such putrid fa/ſhoods and conceited nonſenſe will 


be very indecent 1n a- genuine Church of England man's mouth, 
not only becauſe of his Defender, but of his Faith too. For 
ſuch a one to tell us of adorine the Haſs, and that He abbors rt, and 
accounts our Real preſence a jigment, 1s both abſurd, and 7mpions. 
But this 1s the reſult of a Ga//rcan vagary, and of learning the 
Dofrme of the Church of England from FHugonotal converſation , 
Tales and Fathers. Pag. 72.1. 1. That the alterations which have 
bin made im our Rubric, were not upon the account of our Divines 
changing their Opmions &c. Tho it ſignify little whether the 
Alterations in the Article and Liturgy, and the Difgrace of the 
Rubric, were or were not from a change of oprntons, 10 long as the 
Do&trine of the Church was changed ; tho, this I grant may well 
be, and the other not, according to the gloſs of ſubſcribing, not 
wth aſſent, but for peace ; and, tho too, tis a ſtrange caſualty for 
Divines , remarkable for reſo/utzon and famous for 7mmutavility, 
to flit their ſentiments as ordinarily as the Moon does her appear- 
ances ; yet the Proot brought, that thoſe Divmes did not 1mitate 
Cranmer 1n compliance aud ſubmiſſion of judement to the preſent 
Poſſejor of White-Hall, 1s no more than an heap of this «MHm:- 
fier's conjeffures ſtampt with the {uperſeription of a Rational ac- 
count - when-as Dr. Zeyln, equal to Dr. Burnet 1n abilities and 
induſtry, and incomparably more honeſt than that perfidious Fu- 
gtrve, reports; © that the changes were made, lelt in excluding a 
* carnal Preſence they [the -Divmes ſure | might be thought to re- 
* ject fuch a Real preſence, as was defended in the writings of the 
* In:went Fathers.-- Nor 1s the deſign of reconciling Parties inconli- 
lent with a change of opinions. A comprehenſon-affair may be 
purſued by Reel Preſence-men, as well as Zuinz/ians. As to the 
Copp of Articles peruſed by Dr. Prrzet, and out of him mentioned 
P#.53. we lay again that 1t ought to be concluded from thar 
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raſed Monument rather that the Dzvines did, than did noz, change 
their Opinions ; for he, that reverles a ſubſcription voluntarily, 
is likelter to have altered his rc/o/47707, than to have retain'd it ; 
| eſpecially, when induced to expurge, what had bin agreed on, by 
an Authority, whereto by the Principle of Lay-Supremacy , lately 
aſſumed by the Prince, and ſubmitted to by themſelves, their jud:- 
ments were to conform, and whole ſentiments in Religion they 
were to believe and profeſs, For Queen E#/i2zabeth had by a dread- 
ful example juſt then told the world, ( as after ſhe had like to 
have done in the Lambeth-Articles-Afair,) that She would nor 
hear the Church, but (tho a woman ) be heard by it in matters of 
Faith; and would neither conſult 27h, nor follow , but con- 
troll and preſcribe-to Convocations in cauſes of meer Religion. Had 
She not refuſed to hear the voice of the who!e Clergy in her 
firft and the /aſt Canonical Convocation ? In a Convocation acting 
agreeably not only to the inſtitution of Chriftianzty and rules of 
the Cazholick Church, but of all other Convocazzons that ever were 
1n the Nazon, (unleſs a few in Hen. 8. and Zak. 6. time); in a 
Convocation acting according to a// Laws Eccleſiaſtical and Civil 
then in force in this Kingdom, and repreſenting the Church of 
England by Law eſtabliſhed. How then could 1ts Declaration be 


illegal, as the Reflefter on the Hiſtorical Part of the Fifth part of . 


Church-Government p. 82. will needs eſteem it 2 What - could 
the Qzeen under a penalty juitly prohibit them the uſe of thar 
Authority both Chrift, and the Laws of he Zand, had ſetled on 
them alone ? If this were not Zyranuny, where ſhall z/fances of it 
be found ? But that Reverend and Catholick Afſembly underitood 
both its own power and dury better than ſo, and defpiting the 7em- 
poral tervors, that only a Tyrant in that caſe would threaten, and 
a Per(ecutor execute, diſcharged 1t felt with conflancy, as became 
men entruſted with the ſouls of the Nation, tho deprivation were the 
reward of their Confeſfron. Her new and para/ttical eMHinifters 
underſtood then what they mult &2, and that for that very end: 
She had raiſed them up, even to 7hink, and ad, at her appornt-- 
ment. 


Tn return to the conjefZures, wherewith the Anfwerer ſtrives to 
blanch o're a foul defef#ron from the Carholick faith, we will relate 
how we apprehend Rc/g7ons affairs were managed. Art Fdward 
the S:x7hs coming to the Crown the Doetrine of the Charch of 
Eneland was a ſubFantial Preſence ; the mauner of that Preſence 
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was 7ranſub;tanttation : but, thro the Ambition and Avarice of 
Governing Parties, fome quickly began to conteſt and forſake 
ws Faith ; vet by degrees, rejecting fir/# the manner, and after- 
wards the Preſence ; being allilted 1n this Apoftaſy by a few, and 
oppoled by oft of the Clergy and Laity ; hence, tho there were 
Aſſemblies and deliberations had, yet, no Canonical determinations 
pals'd, or are extant, unleſs ſuch .approbations may be deemed S- 
e-odical, that were obtained by terrors and deprivations of many 
the molt emzwent Biſhops and dignified Ficlefraſticks, for relucting 
at what derogated from Chry/tian 71uth and Church Authority. All 
was done by the conduct and influence of the evi/ Spirit, and ne1- 
ther Scripture nor Anri9uty rightly conſulted or obſerved; only 
herein the 4//jzence and craft of thoſe deſtroying Reformers mult 
10 their eternal infamy be own'd, that they diſtinguiſhed ports 1m- 
mediately ob{truging their gain, and licentiouſneſs, from others 
more indifferent, rejecting chiefly ſuch as debarred them from 
tpoiling the Church, and gratitying their ſenſual appetites. Thus, 
as ſuperſtitious , or 1dolatrous, prayer for the Faithful deceaſed, 
(that Chanterzes, the «Mafs, that the furniture of Altars, &c, might 
be alienated) came to be reformed: thus, the Sacrament of Pe- 
ance, (olemn Faftings and Celibacy of Prieſts, &c, (that both Clergy 
and Lazy might indulge themſelves, as their luſts ſuggeſted, 1n 
tuxury and 1mpenitence) fell tothe ground. Not 7r47h, nor any 
conſideration of Chriſtians either at home or abroad, but /herrin;{m 
3nd filthy lucre were then the rule of this «juſtifiable Reforma- 
7Z10n, wherewith the -w2ajority of Chriſtians, as well of England as 
of the whole world, could not chooſe but be, and actually were, 
fcandalized. But how ſhould better come of Cranmer's intermed- 
4ngs? It was that Cranmer, who for flattery, luſt, inconflancy, m- 
gratitude , treaſon, and molt damnable Fobbiſm, utterly per- 
nicious to the berg of a Charch, deſerves the zvefrves and exc* 
crations of all Poſterity. 

But now under Qucen #/:2zabeth, other Circumſtances are to 
be conſider'd, why ſome of the Godly innovations wnder Edward 


the Sixth were not revived. For firſt, She was rather of her 


Father's than Somerſet's Religion ; believ'd and praQtis'd /nuocation 
of Saints ; approv'd of [mages in Churches; was no Admirer of 
Clerical Marriages; nor yet very fond of her new Power of  S#- 
premacy (given her by Proteftants,that ſhe might requite them with 
a Chwrch and a Creed), much leſs of that foreign Drug, Zauing/ia- 


*!/m ; profeſſing on all occaſions her firm adherence to a _ 
re- 
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Preſence. However, to fortifie the weakneſs of her Tith, that 
had been Queltion'd by Carholcks, and Condemn'd by Proteſtants, 
ſhe was periwaded to reſtore the Schi/m begun, and aſſume the 
Supremacy extorted, by her Father ; but, for a/teratons in other 
pornts meerly DoEtrinal, Proteſtants do confeſs her ſomewhat re/ty, 
reſenting her 7epi4 proceedings with warm Coutzameltes, and molt 
virulent reproaches ; which ſhews, that her p/eaſure, ſecurity, or 
mntereft, not their extravagances, was the meaſure whereby Rel:- 
£10u was ſetled ; and that Corſcrence did a little, tho Policy more, 
influence tranſafions. She qualified the 7 7fle, but not the Power 
or Uſe of Supremacy, extending it as far as either her Father or 
Brother had done. She did perhaps deſire to are the Nation , 
but, I ſuppoſe, it was 1n that Faith ſhe held, and the majority of 
the Nazzon with her, otherwiſe ſhe was put upon a very odd 
method of Union; it being eaſier to bring a few to cloſe with 
what's ſetled, or leaſt removed from 27, than to convert a 14j0- 
rity, from an old eftab/iſhed Religion, to embrace the contradictory 
woveltics of a few. '1'hus ſhe 1ctled her Religion, and whatever 
(like Feroboam ) ſhe dewzſed out of her own heart; and it conti- 
nued, without any viſible alteration, by Authority, till the Re- 
zurn of Charles II. when Proteſtants being about to repair what 
their Brethren had endeavour'd to demoliſh , the Puritans at 
the Savoy-Conference 1661,amonglt other cunning demands, where- 
by both the Do&rine and Diſcipline of the Church of England were 
undermin'd, inſerted the reſtoring of the Z/ack Rubrick into fa- 
vour : but were an{wer'd, that 77 was not in Queen Z/zzaberh's 
Liturgy, nor confirm'd by Law, nor needful. However, that weal- 
thy FacZzon's obliging zmportunities, or pretence of mighty [a775- 
fattion that 1t would give to Diſſenters, overcame, 1f not the 
Clergy, yet a potent Favtourzte ;, and fo with a few emendarions, 
too {light as ſome, ſufficient as o7hers thought, to ſave the Church's 
Dore, this goodly F-noticon ſtole into the Liturgy. Stole into 
z7, T ſay, if with the connvance of any, yet with the /canda/ of 
the belt, of the Clergy ; who, on all occaſions, expreſt their 42/{z42 
of it, as truly inconſiſtent with their Fazth, and without that 
effec,ceither of gaining other Se&arzes to their promiſcuous Com- 
munion, as was pretended, or ſtilling their c/amors and aiſgn/ts 
againſt kneel/mpg at the Communion. And this, I am per{waded, 1s 
the moſt 1mpartial and exactelt acconnt, that mater of faft yerlds 
of the Enghfh giddineſs, tofſings, and variations 1n matters of Re- 
Hgion. © 
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Pag. 77. 1.21. Now theſe | Exceptions againſt founding an Ar- 
ticle of Faith on a Philoſophical Maxim | being moſt of them 
founded on the former miſtaken Notion of the Real Preſence, gyc. 
That the Diſcourſer's Notion of the Real Preſence was the lame 
the Church of England has aflerted 1s evidenc'd ; the Mzm/ter's 
Rephes therefore are unſatisfactory; and 1t was rightly interr'd 
from the high Expreſſions uſed by the Members of that Commu: 


#101 concerning the Z#xcharift ( as, that 'tis an zneffable Myſtery, * 


full of Miracles ;, mcomprehenſible to, not to be meaſured by, ſenſe 
or reaſon, Oc.) that they believed ſomething in zt ſeemmgly | this 
word was omitted by the Tranſcriber | oppoſeze Fo humane rea- 
ſon. But whether the word were omitted or no ; Nor 7o be agree- 
able to human Reaſon, to captruate the mind, to be imcomprehen/ible 
to men's wit, to do violence to the Principles of- Natural and Super- 
ratural Philoſophy ( Proteſtant language concerning this Sacrament 
and other Myſteries, ) are not far ſhort of oppoſite and contra- 
diftory to human Reaſon: So that a Revelation, clear and evident, 
muſt be ſubmitted-ro, according to Ca/vin and Biſhop T ayer, tho 
7t agree not with Reaſon, tho it propoſe ſomethmg mcomprehen/z- 
ble, and which does vrolence to zt. Neither 1s 1t a manifeſt con- 
tradition, that a Natural Body ſhould be in more places than One 
at the ſame time ; but maniteſtly no contradieon, as all that know 
the PRrales of Oppoſition mult confeſs. That the ſame Body fhowld 
be in a place, and not n that place at the ſame time, 18 a contradiction. 
But 74zs 1s a Propoſition very wide from the other : To be and 
zot to be, is not equivalent to that, To be here and elſewhere Tos : 
whereby the failure of what the 4nfwerer writes again!t the 
fecond Obſervation þ. 80. 1. 14. 18 manifeſt : For, there may be ſuch 
things as perfed# coutradifticns known to us, and yet all that ſeems 
ro be ſo to ſo:xe, upon ſeverer ſcrutiny may prove not fo to Zhem, 
or to ſharper Fudements. The mftance 1s before us; Even to 
this very «Mmzrfer that {eems a contradif#ion which 1s none. The 
utmoſt force of Nature, much more of Ommnrpotence , 1s not. 10 
eaſily comprehendaed, as confident ( who commonly are the leaſt 
experiencd and advycriing ) ex boaſt : The more we enquire into 


ther, the more {enfible ſhall we be of the narrowneſs of our knows- + 


feds, and ſhortneſs of our faculties ; eſpecially, when we reflect 
how modeit}y perfons of valt experience, of very capacious and 
wmprov d meets, fuch as Biſhop Forbes, gc. have ſpoken 1n 
the /ame caſe, "That we arc unable, in all oppo/izzons, to diſcern 
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the true diflance, and whether it amount to a real contradid7ion 
-or no; and therefore God may do, what anay ſeem to us impoſſible, 
as well by his ordnary, as abſolute, Power. Whereupon, in points 
abſtruſe, where. there appears ſeeming contradiftions on the one 
hand, and a Revelation on the other, this con/tderation, attended 
by a jult deference to infinite Power, ought to move us to cap- 
troate our underſtandings, and negleCt the objefions, from nature 
and reaſon, being joytul to exert the humility of our Minds, and 
ro demonſtrate, we meaſure not the zmmenſe Majeſty of our Crea- 
tor by our ſelves, his worthleſs potſherds. This thought, lo be- 
coming a Creature, doubtleſs 1nitructed Dr. 7 ay/or and others, to 
pronule their af/ents to a plain Revelation, notwithſlandimng any 
pretended Contradiftions from Seuſe or Reaſon : Not becauſe they 
tancy'd there could be no ſuch Revelation, but becauſe they knew 
themſelves zncomperent Judges of poſſibility ; and believ'd God can 
do what man may conceit unfea/tle , whillt more conceited men 
( what Pride 1s this!) will proteſt be canner. 


Pag. 83. 1. 10. ---1f by Zuinglianiſm he means, &yc. a meer Com- 
Memoration, gyc. Were we inclin'd to judge of this Mmiſter's 
op1410n, concerning the E#xucharift, by his Few:ſh method of ex- 
pounding the mature of 2+ in general, p. 1. he muſt paſs with 
us for a Socinian; One that believes the Zuchariſt to be a meer 
Commemoration. Did the Paſwover contain or confer Grace? Was 
it more than a memorial of the 7ſrachtes Delverance out of Z#- 
ypt? And what Scripture does he produce, that tells him clearly, 
that the Euchariſt contaims or confers Grace, or i only, without our 
Lord's ſubſtance? Nay further, to convince him of his 2mpra- 
dence (to ſpeak no harſher in ſo heinous a miſcarriage ) 1n pre- 
ferring the Synagogue before the Church for his Guide 1n expli- 
cating a Chriſtian Sacrament, p. 5. 1. 20. Does he not in plain 
rerms conclude for this wn} ſort of the Sacramentary Fereſie 
elſewhere diſown'd ? His words are, ---< So was this Holy Eu- 
« chariſt eſtabliſht upon the Analogy which we have ſeen to 
«the Paſchal Supper, whole place it ſupplies, and whoſe Cere- 
« monies 1t ſo exaQty retains, that it ſeems only to have height- 
«ned the deſign, and chang'd the application to a more excellent 
« Remembrance. Whar 15 this elſe, but the refined/t Zamplia- 
21/1, but that very Socmaniſm which 1n this 83d page 1s not 
allow'd? But if this cMmiſter think ſuch a colefFion from one 
period too rigorous and captious; I may challenge him to ſhew 
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any other ſence can be put on 27, or on the whole para/tel for 
ſix or ſeven pages, drawn between the Paſchal Lamb and the 
Lord's Supper. We meet with no more than Remembrance, Com- 
memoration, ſhewins the Lord's Death, and not a ſyllable of grace 
or benefit; and indeed his para/lel, without ſtrammg, would not 
reach hither. A Socmian nught have compoſed, and may ſub- 
ſcribe, that 7urroduf70n, without any injury to his erroneous 
ſentiments concerning the Znchariſt. Theſe are the dreadful con. 
ſequences of 1immoderate heats againit a Dot&rme, which we con- 
fate becauſe we hate. 

Ibid. 1. 14. --4f by Zuinglhioniſm he underFtands ſuch a Real pre- 
ſence &c. nor ſhall we be aſhamed to own it &c. Why not? ſeeing 
what he owns 1s at beſt but the Sacramentary Doetrine. A Do- 
Qtrine diſown'd by the gennme Sons of that Church wherein he 
is a Miniſter, and by the Church it ſelf never countenanced, til 
the Puritan Set prevailed in it. A DoGtrine novel, and therefore 
without Ground 1n either Scrzpture or Fathers. A Doftrine {aid 
to begin with the curioſities of Erizena, ( Sun? ty alia gue v0- 
cum novitatibus delefttantes, unde fibi manes comparant rumuſculos, 
contra fide: Catholice veritatem dicunt, vis. guod Sacramenta Alt. 
taris non verum corpus ty ſanguis int Domini, ſed tantum memoria 
vert corports by ſanguinis ejus. Flincm. m L. de Pradeſt.) a vagrant 
Puffoon 1n the 9th, and revived and retrated by - Ferengarius in 
the 11th Age. Broacht again by Caro/oſladius, or Occolampadins, 
as ſome ſay, or by Zumglins, a Spirit back or white ( he knew 
not which) ſuggeſting it in a dream, as himſelf ſays. | Bar. ſare- 
ty 1 Cor. 10. 16. 7s /iterally for this creditable Doetrine : | lo far 
from being ſo, that tis /izerally againſt it, if Biſhop Co/ms, cited 
below, had the gift of zuterpreting. This Anſwerer muſt not 
think himſelf able to conclude from that Siripture, Orr Lord's 
Body ts commmwicated by Grace , but with much more reaſon, I 
w1ll colle&t, that 1ts Subſtance 75 communicated alſo; inaſmuch ag 
the communication of a Body 18 more likely to imply the commu 
nication of its Subſtance with the attendent properties , than of 
theſe without 1t. 


Pag. 8.4.1.8. 7 will choſe this Diſcourſe with a plain and familiar 
example : ----A Father makes his laſt Will &. This familiar ex- 
ample does not accord with Biſhop Co/en's Dodtrine, Ft. T1 _ 
P- 43- where he writes, ---< We do not ſay, that in this holy 
« Supper, we are partakers of the fruit Ja 4 of the Death and 


Paſlion 


Appendix T. 


«Paſſion of Chriſt, but join the ground with the fruits which ac- 
&crue to us from it, aſſerting with the Apoſtle, x Cor. 10. 16. The 
& Bread, (9c. yea, 1n that ſame ſubſtance which he affum'd in the 
« Virgin's Womb, and which he carried to Heaven, 1m this only 
« differing from the Papilts, that rhey believe this eating and con- 
« jun&tion to be made Jew agar 0" not 1n any natural] or corporal 


«manner , but yet as truly as if we were naturally or corporally 
« ;oin'd to Chriſt.-- How different 1s this Doerime from what 
the Minifter would inculcate by his Alluſion ? tho indeed thar al- 
luſton, if purſued, will convey us directly to a ſub/?antral preſence : 
for the FW1/ is never perfeRly accompliſh'd, nor obtain'd, till the 
Son have Se:/in and corporal poj/eſſion of the Land bequeathed; that 
1s, the ſubFance as well as 7:ztle of it. Now the Promiſe of giu- 
21g his Body is our Lord's Wh, or correſponds to the written 
{n$trument, but the at7ual groimg 4 his Boay to ts. ( as St. Gregory 
Apſjen, { Qui ſua poteflate cunt? aiſponit, non ex proditione ſibi 11: 
pendentem neceſſitatem , non Fudvorum quaſi predonuum impetim, 
701 inignam Pilati ſententiam expettat, ut corum malitia fit commu- 
nis homimnum ſalutts principmm & cauſa ; ſed conſilio ſuo antevertit, 
& arcano ſacrificii-genere, quod ab hominibus cerni non poterat, ſe- 
ipſum pro. nobts hoſt1am offert, oy vietimam immolat , Sacerdos ſimul 
exiſtens & Agnns Dez, ile quu mundi peccatum tollit. Quando id 
praftitit? cum corpus ſuum Diſcipulis congregatts edendum ty ſan: 
guinem bibeudum prabuit ; tunc aperte declaravit Agni facrificinm 
Jameſſe perfeffum. Nam victime corpus non ft ad edendum idoneum 
fe animatum ſit : quare cum corpas edendum &y ſanguinem bibendum 
Di ſeipults exhibuit, jam arcana fy non aſpeftabili ratione corpus erat 
ammolatum, ut ipſms myſterium peragentis poteſtati collibuerat, ty 
anima 1n illis erat in quibus eadem la poteſtas illam depoſuit. S. 
Greg. Nyfl. 7 prima Orat. de reſur.Dom.| and St. oy 1 { Fere- 
batur enim Chriſtus in manibus ſuis, quando commendans ihfſum Ccor- 
pus ſuum, ait, Foc eſt corpus meum. Ferebat enim illud corpus in 
manibus ſuis. &, Aug. concione 1. 1 Pſ. 33.) affirm, hedidirt to his 
Diſciples in the Inſtitution of the Zachar;t) anſwers the x71 78 
< the Eftate. The former renders us but Hers; this, /uberztors 
allo. 


' Pag.86:1.15, For the doFrime of the Charch of England | againſt 
Adoration |} we ſhall need go no further than the Rubrick &c. N 
the preſent Church of England, 1n compliance with the black Rrn- 
brick ( thiscMiniFrer's only publick evidence, ſuch as 1t 1s, again 
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both a SubRantial preſence and Adoration) muſt be concluded to 
deny Adoration, trom .its beginning it did not fo; and in 2660 at 
old not be ſaid, the.Church of England 'by Law eſtabliſh'd con- 
demns Advration; no Teſt, no Rubrick, was then extant, no Penal 
Laws ( whereto the e/tabliſhment as well as orizimal of their 
Church 1s to be aſcribed) conſtraining any man to ſubſcribe with, 
or without conſent, a v//anous ſlander upon the whole Church of 
God, upon the Lutherans and themſelves too, till the Return of 
King Charles 77. and lince, the contrary hath-bin both ſazd, printed, 
and pradtiſed by the genuine Sons of the Church of Zxg/and, who 
regarded the Rubric no more than the reft of that communion do 
the Fafts, and other ceremonzes, injoynd them by the ſame Z27ur- 
"Pu 875-1.27. Now 7o this 1 ſhall at preſent only ſay, That the 
Suppo/ition being abſurd does not admit of a rational conſideration &c. 
Here he aflerts 1t 2-2p9//ible for Chrilt's body to exiFe,- or to be pre- 
ſent, except 1n the circumſtances, and cloathed with all the ord1i- 
nary properties of a Boay, and conſequently mult dzsbe/zeve, not 
only that the bogres of Saints at the Reſurreftion ſhall neither 
2narry, nor be given in marriage, not need nour:ſhment  &c, byt be 
as the Angels impaſſable &c. and ſo either deny a Heaven, or ad- 
mit a Mahometan Paradiſe ; but alſo queſtion our Lord's refurre- 
<0n, the one unrolled from the mouth of the —_— and his 
entrance into the room the door being ſhut, and befides, cenſure St. 
Paul's Spiritual body as abſurd. Could our Lord's boay rife from 
the Grave thro a Stone, and enter a cloſe Room ad modum cor 

7175? If not, then this Auſwerer muſt either retra&t this paſ/age, 
as an, affront to Fazth, or, Socinian-like, reje&t the Scripture teilt- 
fying this, becauſe abſurd to his low and 1mpure conceptions : but 
1t 1t could, and did, then where are our Mznfter, and his vaznu Phi- 
loſophy? If he has known ſome admitting the Suppoſition, That 
our Lord's Body may be preſent, and nt after the ordinary ſen/ible 
manner of Corporal preſence , and yet reſotving againſt adoration of 
zt, {uch oppoſe what this man concedes 1n the firlt Suppo/ztion, un- 
leſs he grant adorazzon due to the corporeal manxer of Chrift's pre- 
ſence, and not to Chrit himfelf. g 


Pag. 88-1. T3. 7 preſume it was then m the times of, Popery ; 
for fence the Reformation, { have ſhewn _—_— that fhe always held 
Zhe contrary, | viz. That our Lord's preſence in the Euchariſt 1s 


Not adorable. | In the moſt flouriſhing Proteſtant times, an or 
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rable preſence was believed and profeſt by Biſhop nuarews, de- 
puted by the Head of the Zngihſh Church to declare her ſenti- 
ment in this matter; He is not therefore to be conſidered as a 
private Doftor or Biſhop, but as the mouth of the Church, and pre- 
ſumed to know, and neither to falſity nor oppoſe, her Do##rine 
or prafFice. How came this Man to more skill and authority 1n 
expounding the Do#rine of the Church of Zxg/and than that very 
learned Biſhop? Did King Fames 77. depute you to expound 
it? What reaſon” do you allign, why I mult diſcredit Biſhop 
Andrews, and acquieſce in your expo/izzon? I cannot foreſee how 
you can prove your ſelf more 4oxe/t, more able, more authentich, 
than that extraordinary Biſhop was. But, what does that accurate 
Plenipotentiary publiſh ? Does he fence and ſeek ſubrerfuges, as 
dreading or bluſhing to tell his zhoughts ? No, his expreſſtons 
are with afſurance and perſpicurty. He proclaims to the world that 


| the King | James TI. | believed and adored our Lord truly preſent in 


the Euchariſt, and, we | Church of Z7g/and-men | with Ambroſe 
adare the fleſh of Chriſt inthe myſteries ; and with Auſtin we do no? 


eat the fleſh without firſt adormg it. Did Biſhop Andrews ſpeak . 


true, or did he not ? If he dd, then the uſwerer ſpeaks what's 
falſe; if he did not, why may we not reject a Proteſtant Miniſter's 
teftimony, when ſuch a Biſhop's 1s lo tardy ? What aabration Pro-, 
teſtants render tothe Divme Majeſty in therr other Rehgrous offices, 
we are not at leiſure to enquire; but, that in Zhzs of Zhe Emcha- 
r:ft, the Biſhop, and Ang, and conſequently their Church, adored. 
the Fleſh of Chriſt, is to any one of modelty and candor undenia- 
ble. "They adored as St. Ambroſe and St. Anlizy adored; which 
was juſt 1n the ſame manner, and 1n the felt /ame degree, as the Ca- 


7holick Church adores at this day. Thoſe Fathers gave ſovereign 
worſhip to the Fleſh, to the netural fleſh of Chriſt , ſubſtantially 
preſent in the Euchariſt, and FHypoſtatically wnited to his Soul and. 


Divinity : Our Diſpute then with this Minter 1s about the adc- 
ration of Chriſt himſelf, it about the adoration of his Fleſh, unlets, 
his Natares and Perſon be ſeparable. 


Pag. 89. 1.17. --But is he ſure the Biſhop meant ſo? (1.e-. 
that Biſhop Tayhr meant, we worſhip the Body or Fleſh of 
Chriſt. | Yes, He is ſure that 4uthor meant the Fleſh of Chri7. 
ti. Becauſe the ſame Biſhep (Real Pref. p. 144.) lays, We worloip 
the Fleſh of Chrift im the Myſteries exhibiting it to our ſouls. 

V 15 not adorable ; the words _ 
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mult either intend the fleſh of Chrif?, or, What do they ſignify ? 
What 1s 1t the PBſhop worlhips in the venerable «ſages of the. 


{i2ns? Not the ſigns; yet, Divine Honor 1s given, given then e1- 


ther to nothing, or to the fleſh of Chrift in the myſteries. 3. Be- 
cauſe the Biſhop 1s, conſidering St. Ambroſe's teft1mony, for adoring 


The fleſh of Chriſt in the myſteries ; and waving the uſual refuges of 


the teſtimony being ſpurious, or a Rhetorical flight , 8c. he ac- 
knowledges that his party worſhips as St.. Ambroſe did. Certain- 
ly then they have the ſame cect, pay the ſame ſervice, and at 
the like ſolemn occaſions , 1.e. ſoverezgn adoration to the fleſh of 
Chriſt in the myſterzes, tor this St. Ambroſe undoubtedly per- 
torm'd. And what if this Biſhop ( according to his native con- 
{tancy) in another book recede from this, was it therefore none 
of his thought when this was written? Can his diQating con- 
trary elſewhere alter the ſence of what was faid long before ? 


Pag. 90. 1. 6. --Smce 7 have read of a Proteſtant Minifter &C. 
Very faithfully tranſlated ! 7 he «Mmiſter was permitted (ſays the 
Anſwerer ) 7o exerciſe the funt7tons of his Miniſtry as before. "Tis 
falſe, ſays the Margent, He was not to preach any thing agamſt 
the belief of the true Church, nor to celebrate the Supper. Thus 
the Man's Margent confutes his Text, and his Tranſlation quar- 
rels _ the = L 

Thid. 1. 17. ---4s for Biſhop Forbes, and the Archbiſhop of Spa- 
lato, zf zs not to be nels men that had abner 7p hgh 


' of reconciling all Parties, were forced toſtram ſometimes a little fur- 


ther than was fit, &. An Anſwer very ſolidand very charitable. 
For firſt, 1s not this a conce/ſron, that theſe ProteBant Bzſhops 
allowed aroration, or, what was the /ittle further than was fit 
that they were forced 7offrain? Next, here's another rezrea? to 
the Pacifick Humor, to evade paſſages out of theſe Authors, not 
propoſed as 7erms of agreement, or abatements to be yeilded, or 
v/inkt at in order to an 420r, but as certain 7ru/hs, jultly main- 
tain'd by the one /zde, and peryerily denied by the o7her - the 
rotations are true, and they are concluſive, but now the end, and 
{fs the authoriry, of the Authors muſt come into contempt, and 
their 727 overthrow their evidence. But what? Ts commit- 
ting. and defending Zzolatry (as they do, if this man be in the 
right) in them but /trainng & little more than is fit, and 10 us a 
erme neycrio be ſulhciently aggravated ? 


Pag. 
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Pag. 01.1.1. Will he himſelf allow every thing to be the Do- 
efrine &. The Diſconrſer allows that to be the Dodtrine of the 
Caihohick Church, which be, not which any prevate Door with- 
out her allowance, declares to be ſo; and ſuppoſes, tho not 
Biſhop Taylor, yet Biſhop Audrews and King Zames to be of like 
authority, with the genuine Sons of the Church of Zngland, as a 
Council is with us. The reaſon 1s ; becauſe the Head of the Enz- 
{iſh Charch hath all that Spiritual Power any Zccle/raſticel perſon 
or perſons ever challenged or exerciſed in England, and may de- 
legarte it, as the A7zg did to Biſhop Anarews in this cale. 

If the 2Hzmifter had told us where. St. T homas, Paludanns, and 
Catherme, aſſure him, '7:s [dolatry to Adore an unconſecrated Feſt 
thro miſtake, we might have underſtood what ſpeczes of /dolatry 
they had eſteem'd 1t, ſince Proteſtants have lately diſcover a 
damnable, anda ſaving ſort, of Tdolatry ; for, it of the /ater kind, 
the danger incurr'd by an mvncible miſtake 1s 1nconfiderable. 
However, this we may learn thence, That thoſe DoCors did not 
hold either the /ub/tance, or accidents, of the Hot unconſecrated 
Adorable ; nor did Adore either of them 1n an Hoſt conſecrated ; 
but ſomething elſe that by Conſecration became preſent 1n the 
Euchariſt : unleſs we can imagine they had there 7wo objecrs ado- 
rable; or made Chriſt, and what remain'd after Conſecration, but 
one thing, | 

The c_— had dealt more ingenuouſly too, if he had nam'd 
the ſeveral of our Writers that bus. our Adoration a worſe Tdola- 
try than any Heathens were ever guilty-of ; becauſe the Perſon, 
to whom that is imputed, is abus'd, if all be true the Anſwer to 
Dr. «More tells us, p. 47. vis. That the Door miſtook Co/terus 
his Ground of confeſling at ſuch a rate, and mozeover foilted-1n 
T7 ranſubſtantiation which is not there : Cofterus arguing only thus ; 
If the 7rue Body of Chriſt be not in the Euchariſt, Chrilt has 
dealt unworthily with his Church, tail'd of his engagements 7o 
fead her into all truth and holineſs ; and on the contrary, /educ'd 
her, by his own words, to a fundamental 2»prety ; whereupon 
he could not be a 2r#e Chri/t, and ſhe mult have worſhipt not only 
a true obje where it is not, but an 7mpeſtor alſo, and an ovject 
abſolutely incapable of ſuch Honour ; becauſe Chri{t muſt then 
be, not only a meer Creature, but as «Mahomet or Satan, one 01 
the worſt of Creatures. | 
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Thid. I. 8. For the DotFrine of the Church of Rome, 7 find it thas 
clearly fet down in the Council of Trent, &c. We underſtand 
why he chuſes to give our Doctrine out of the Chapter rather 
than out of the Canon. Tt 1s not his way to repreſentour Pomts 
with the 77247 fide outward ; but, 1f He wall be ſo equal as to 
accept of [ach anſwers as himſelf hath often given, the mf, 
he raiſes betore his Reader's Eyes, will be quickly diſpell'd : 
For, 1f the /axth Canom of the lame Seſſion may interpret the 
fifth Chapter, the z/tn/ion 1s eſcap'd ; 1f it may not, why bh he to 
often vexed us with Rephes of the ſame nature whach he deſpiſes ? 
His tranſlation too of the Chapter 1s not accurate; and, tho I dil- 
ccrn no great advanrage got by this 1 verfron, yet his whole car- 
riage in this conrrover/te 1s ſo unhandſom, thar I tear I ought to 
complain rather of his /mmceriry than Learumg. Is guin exhibe- 
ant render'd well, ought 70 give? Or, Neque enim ideo minus ef 
adorandum guod fuerit a Chriſto D. ut ſamatur, mſtitutum, done 
rightly into for zt is nevertheleſs to be adored, becauſe it was in- 
flituted by onr Lord Chrift, that it might berecerv'd? Thais 1s not 
the ſenſe of that Clauſe, but rather thus; 77 zs not the Uefs ro be 
Adored, tho it were mſtituted by our Lord Chriſt to be Received. 
This to ſhew the «Mrmiſfter's Tranſlating Talent. Now for his 
Arguinz ; That (according to this Council) zs 7o be _— 
which Chrift inftituted to be recetyud. Right; He mFf7:7uted that 
his ZSoay, Sacramentally exiſting, ſhould be recerved, and this the 
Council ſays may be worſhipped.--- And in which they beheve Chriſt 
to be preſent. Falſe. Not z7, wherein Chrilt 1s preſent, but 
Chriſt, preſent in it, 1s that the Council fays may be Aabr 'd. 


But, Sir, to Expoſtulate with you a while for your zreacherons. 
method : Why did you pick out the chapter , ms; not the canon, 
to ſhew our #ndoubted DofFrine? Were you not aware there was 
ſuch a canon , wherein our Fa:th was contain'd as uzdoubredly, 
and more precifety, even above the cavil and m:ſunderflanding of 
either the Malignant, or thoſe they ſeduce? Was 1t becauſe you 
would have been depriv'd of a convenience to de/ude your Peo- 
ple; the complex and ambiguous terms, Sacrament or Hof (as 
you fondly expreſs our Do&trine ) there affording you no #a/la- 
cres ? The canon does exclude all your pretences, that we Adore 
the /ymbols or ſpecres with Divine worſhip, which you would 
inſfinuate by your calling our Adoration, an Adoration of the Sa- 
rrament or Hoſt - Tho theſe terms, as Mr. Thornaike obſerves, 
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ſuggeſt to ſuch as make not cavilling their buſineſs, no other 
than the adoratzon of our Lord in the Sacrament. Did you not per- 
uſe, what is written from F. 11. to \. 17. in the 2d. Treatiſe, on 
purpole to vindicate our Doctrine from Dr. 7ayhor's and Dr. S71/- 
/mngfleet's comments, and prevent ſuch zricks as you now play ? 
Will no Anſwers ſatisfy you, no cautions retrench your exorbi- 
tances, but {k;]] ſuch wildand malicious and feigned notions mult be 
repeated by every /:7le ſmatterer im Theology, as if never expoſed 
by us; and all this to ingratiate with the valear, grow famons, 
and obtain p/aralities, Sine-cures, and Digmittes, for tuch ſervice 
againſt Popery ? Are you 1gnorant that a Counc!/ may expreſs it 
felt ff or more di/tinetly, or obſcurely, concerning a pornt, without 
derogating from either its authority or infallibility, as ſerving in 
the one and failing in the o/her, unleſs whatever 1s determined 
by authority or mfallbility mult be equally perſpicuous, (1s Scripture 
10?) and all their chapters as exatt as their creeds? When you 
remember the Car, are you remorſeleſs for writing, that this 
Afertion ----by adoring the Satrament, no more nor other is intended 
than adoring Chrift m the Sacrament, mult paſs for a private opinion, 
not a Catholickaſſertion? Where does the Dzſcourſer ſcem to grant 
the Church's expreſſion 292zproper? Does he not on the contrary 
tell you, that Soave and all humble Sons of the Church are obliged to 
take Zccle/taſtical language, as well as Chri/tian ſenſe, from her, 7. e. 
that her -expre//rons with her interpretations are proper, tho in 
vour mouth, attended with your perver/tons, they become a /uare ? 
How many Eccle/raſtical phraſes has the Church bin conſtrain'd to 
prolcribe thro this pravety of ſeducers, that imploy her orthodex 
7erms to maintain or convey their 2mpretzes? That the Word 7s of 
like ſubſtance to hrs Father, that our B. Lady rs the Mother of Chr1/t, 
are ſentences capable of a ſound ſenſe, and might be uſed without 
ſuſpicion or offence till the Arians and Neſtorzans miſ-1mploy d 
them. Thus 1t 15 with adoring the Sacrament or Hoſt, the Church 
and Catholick Doors have rightly uſed theſe exprethons, and we 


all underſtand them accordingly ; but in Zxz/and, where they arc 


wreſted to purpoſes the Church never dream't of, we juſtly except 
againlt hem, and chooſe to deliver our ſelvgh fo, as. ſhall be molt 
{ſecure from ca/umny. When therefore youTontelt with us, citucr 
take our 7erm5 1n our ſenſe, or you beat the azr. 

As to Cardinal Palauicin!'s words, they amount to thts only ; 
that we are not to wtho/d Adoration to a while, whereof oncly 612 


part 18s ſovereignty adorable, till the _ parts exiſt ſeparately © for 
Ro : 
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if ſo, we ſhall never adore our Lord; they do not import, that n 
adoring the whole, wwe give ſovereien worſhip to the ſpecies, or own 
them to have any move for, or to be the end of, ſuch Adoration : 
for we do notallow ſo much to our Lord's Fiumanity abltrattedly 
conſidered, much leſs to his Garments or the Sacramental veils. 
Wherefore if by Sacrament and Hoſt, this Anſwerer would mean 
what the Church does, the res Sacramentz, our Lord ſacramen- 
tally exiſting, we joyn flue with him, that tis our #ndoubted Do- 
&rine, 7 ha? the Sacrament or Hoſt is adorable ; but if he intends 
otherwiſe, (as we have too much occaſion to conclude he does,) 
the Council in the very chaprer cited by him, corrects his corrup- 
tion of our Dottrime, in adding to this purpoſe for her reaſon of 
adoring the Sacrament-- 7n the Sacrament That is adored, wherein 
there 15 an imnate motive or excellence why we ſhould worſhip it, and 
which therefore alone can be the objet# and end of our worſhip ; tor 
at this 1t aims 1n adding, --- For we beheve the very ſame God pre- 
ſent m the Sacrament, of whom, at his introducmg imto the world, 
the Father ſaith, Let all the Angels adore him. So that this wile 
and ever to be received Synod, as it were foreſeeing that mer 
would ariſe ſpeaking perverſe things, prudently acquaints us with 
its ſenſe of adoring the Sacrament as ſoon as 1t had declared that 
1t may be done, ſtrait pointing to whom the worſhip 1s direted, 
and on whom terminated, on hz that 1s 1n it, not on z7 that ſig- 
nifies and conceals him. | 


Pag. 93. 1. 28. 7 have fully ſhewn this new fancy to be neither the 
Poerrine of the Church of Enzland, nor &c. Having granted the 
first three Proteſtant conceſſions , he ſtands at the Fourth upon a 
pretence, that he has already refuted the Authorities whereon it 
1s founded ; which 1s untrue, as is manifeſt above, where this 
Champion's atchievements are diſplayed, and revers'd : and beſides, 
to back this fourth Propoſition, new Authorities are annex'd from 
Buſhop Co/tms, Archbiſhop Bramhbal, and Monfieur Daze, to 
which he 1s mute, retiring from them without the leaſt notice or 
reflection. | 


Pag. 94.1.3. So that then with this Imitation his | 5th] Propoſition 
[that the /#7herans adore] 7 preſume may be admitted &c. Tf the 
Anſwerer adhere to what he concedes p. g7. 93. (2. e. in the fr/? 
Sp>o/ition, and third Proteſtant conceſſion ) 1n conſequence of their 
vp1nzon, they all ought to agore, 1t they do not ; and Chemmitins 

agrees, 
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agrees as much, ſaying, No man denzes it | adoration, | bu# ſuch 
as with the Sacramentaries deny or doubt of the Preſence of Chriſt 
mn the Supper. 


Pag. 95.1. 12. Fe are ready to admit 17 | the 6th Conceſſion, 
That 7he belief of a Real preſence 1s not ſo criminal as to oblige 
them to break, communion, | always ſuppoſing, that the belief of it 
had not bin preſſed &c. 'Then the Proteſtants have generally miſ- 
taken their bulineſs in ſpending their razHery hitherto, not on 
the miſchief of po/17:0u, but chiefly on the erroneonſneſs of our 
tenets, and enormity of our prattices, as both " deſtructive to 
fſatoation ; and Diſ/enters do well to 1n{ilt on the hemonſneſs of in- 
joyning, as a term of communion, what they can diſcern to be no. 
better than humane inventions. It the behef of a Real preſence 
be no ſuch pernicious corruption, neither can Adoration that fol- 
lows upon 27 : how then can the zmpo/ition of ſuch mconſiderable 
things outweigh 1n guilt a rupture of Catholick communion, and a 
violation of charity, together with all the deadly /es of Fanaticiſm: 
and eumzty, ſpringing from dzvi/ton and /ooſneſs? The points are 
almoſt harmleſs and mazfferent ( our Adverlaries conieſs; ) but if 
impoſed as a neceſſary Article of communion, and the drſobedient- 
anathematized, then the Church may be defied, and the belief and 
prafice become fo criminal, as to juſtify a /epararzor (ſuppoſe of 
one Miniſter) from a/l Chriſtians. So that when the Fazth and ca- 
ftoms of the Catholick Church give no colour for a Schiſm, the ex- 
erciſe of her Authority may ; and ſhe becomes as an heathen or a 

ublican, for requiring ſuch to hear her, whom our Lord hath de- 
clared ſhall be accounted /o for not hearmg her : and ſhe mult either 
relax her Diſcipline, enlarge or contract the conditions of her S0-- 
ciety as every indiuidual ſhall demand, (tho they neither 7h2% nor- 
live as ſhe preſcribes,) or become ſchiſmatzcal. I private Chrij/ti-- 


ans malt be Arbiters, what ſhall, or ſhall not, be terms of Catholick 


communion, why may not fome as jultly recede from the Church, 

becauſe ſhe does not, as others hecauſe fbe does, unpole 7erms,. 

whereat theſe have a pique, and wherewith zheſe are pleaſed ? the: 

Nouatian, Donatiſt, and Laciferian charge againit the Church was,, 
That 77s communton was promiſcuous, and Latitndimarian. The Accu- 
ſation was falſe ; yet they were right in this, that here are certarm: 
terms of Chriſtian communion, which are indiſpenſably to be ſubmitted: 

zo by all that will be members of the Catholick Church; tho all the 

terms, they accounted /ach, were not ſo, and not themſelves ” the 

Burch: 
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Chmch-was to djftrmen;ſh. But here t:2 /triFnefs of communion 1s 
our fau/r, and compreher/ton would make either #9 Seefarzes, or 
them mexcuſable. However, from Daille's granting , that if 
the Church of Rome had obliged her children to worſhip Chriſt in 


the Sarrament, ſhe had not obliged them to worſhip a creature, we | 


conclude ſhe did- not impoſe /ao/atry, becauſe tis certain ſhe ne- 
ver obliged them to worſhip any thing mm the Sacrament but Christ, 
{ſo that neither for her #az7h, nor the zmpo/1t10n of 1t, was her com- 
union to have bin broken; 'unleſs it were unlawful for her to 
1mpoſe the 2worſo:pping of What 1s no creature, which is God. 

Ibid. I. 32. ---/ cannot ſee what his cauſe would gain by 2t, | the 
certainty of the /zx Conceſſions. | The advantage gain'd by theſe 
conceſſions is conſiderable; becauſe, thereby the Diſpute 1s re- 
duced to narrower and certain bounds, and ſo many Objeftions 
prevented, as alſo Opponents iilenced, (ſuch as hold a ſubſtantial 
preſence ſurely ; } that I fee not what the Conceaers have further 
to alledge againſt Agoratzon. Can they plead we want a due ob. 
eet, occaſion, precept, or preſident to adore? All then but Zuing/ians 
(a few of the latter brood of Proteſtants) are on our ſide, and. theſe 
by the ſo much greater ſuffrage of Chriſtendom are convicted of 
ob/tinacy 1n reſiſting ſo credible a 7udgment. 


Pag. 96.1.14. --T his tis true the Papiſts---affirm &c. In a kind 
fit we are allowed by this /zbera/ man to affirm a /izn to remain m 
the Encharift after conſecration, diftinf? from the thing ſignified ; 
but then he ſpeedily retraCts ſo much as will make his conceſſion a 
cypher. For tho we affirm, That nothing can outwardly and vi/bly 
ſwgnify in any Sacrament, but what 1s perceivable by ſome ſenſe or 
other ; and next, That whatever 7s percervable by any ſenſe, together 
with all the zatura/ properties, remains unchanged in the Euchari/t; 
And 3/y. That we cerſecrate in the ſame elements wherein our 
Lore inſtituted the Sacrament : vet, becauſe in defiance to 7rad!- 
7109, Reaſon, Revelation, and the univerſal profeſſion of all times and 
Charches, till Luther aroſe, we cannot believe that the ſame thing 
can be ſubſtantially Bread and Fleſh; and becauſe we cannot think 
that ſubſtance to be there, which ſenſe cannot teil us 7s there, and 
S:riptare &c aſſures us 18 not there; therefore this cFrnifter denies 
ours to be ſuch a ſymbol as. our Lord 1nititutcd, and (to be briet) 
declares it really uothing. "Chus norhing mult be an objec? of ſenſe, 
aud all that is ſymbolical in the Euchariſt muſt be the ſub/tance of 
he Elements, which no {caſe can immediately perceive. 


Pag. 
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Pag. 97. I. 32. This is indeed a ſort of new Divinity. T al. 
ways thought fy. Alaſs ! That People ſhould be 1o difreſpeR- 
ful, as not to conform their Notions to this Anſwerers ; and fo 
rude, as to write Drvimty wherein he 1s not vers. But Old 
Drvmes reply, The 1ncivility or overſight 1s not in Zhems, but 
in this eMzmſter, who mounts the charzr, when he ſhould be in 
a lower Firm; and will needs be ſ{cribling conzrozerfte , before 
he has ſtay'd a due ſeaſon 1n his Szuay. For, to their knowledg, 
the word Sacrament has a manifold ſenſe, and 1s a complex term, 
uſed therefore varzonſly, with reſpe&t to the {ubjef#? of which Au- 
thors treat; juſt as they do Chrift, Emanuel, gyc. ſometimes lig- 
nifying by them God alone , lometimes Man, ſometimes both. 
Whereupon Biſhop Framhall, and Mr. T horndike, tho more &now- 
7g, are leſs nice « fs this eMmſter, and without ſcruple admit 
the word Sacrament to. be capable of more than oze ſenſe; which 
might have protected the former part of the 4/ertwn from de- 
riſion, as the 6th Canon of the 13th Se: of the Council of Trent 
does advance the ozher part | vis. that by worſhipeng the Sacra- 
ment Catholicks underſtand wor ſhipping Chrift m the Sacrament | 
beyond a prevaze ( which the Man concedes ) to a Cathohck Aſer- 
Zion, which he is loath to yeild. How ſhall we aflure Prozeftants 
concerning our Faith, if a Canon of the Connect of Trent, to ſa- 
cred and authentick amongſt us in matters of Fazzh, be refuſed ? 
Here's .a Caxzon accurately mT, what afl the (Members of 
the Catholick Church muſt aflent-to an ore and yet, leſt he he 
depriv'd of the opportunity of /lanarme us, this eMimnifter will 
not reſolve, that we believe as 27 preſcribes. - Hard 1s our caſe, 
ſince neither onwr /e/ves, nor our Drvmes, nor yet our Caunci/s, mult 
be regarded; bur any filly concerted Sefary ſhall be better able to tell 
what we beheve than we our ſehves, or thoſe that gurde nr Souls. 
What we. not hold, that 1s our Fazth ; and what we do believe, 
that 1s mo? our Faith, according to our Adverſaries , and why- 
ſo? 1t not,that their falſe Accuſations may continue, and improve 
an od7um.o0n us, and deluſion amongſt the Multitude. | 


Pag. 100.1. 6. ---7 muſt then deny his Afſertion, | viz. That the 
ground of our Atoration is Chrift preſent, , not preſent after 1his or 
that manner. | The Anſwerer will have the 34 Afertion capable 
of being taken 7wo ways, paſting the one, and oppoſing the ozher. 
But what if they bc coincident ? If Chrzft be the object of our _ 
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ſhip, (as ſeems, tho faintly, to be granted under the 2d. Aſertion,) 


then a Real preſence of him, and not the manner of that preſence, 
is the ground and occaſion of our adoration, without any regard 
whether Ze be ſo/i/ary, or attended by another ſubſtance. Chriſt, 
we {ay, not the manner of exiſtence 1n the YVirgin's womb, in a Man- 
ger, on the Croſs, 1n the Grave, in Glory, or in the Zachari/t, is the 
motive and objef# of our worſhip. For, if any one manner of exi- 
Rence were our inducement to adore, when that ceaſes, we ſhould 
owe no adoration - whereupon, 1t mult neceſſarily follow, that we 
ſhould as much adore, it Conſub/tantiation were, as now 7ranſub- 
ftantiation is, the mode of Preſence we believe : becauſe, this 1s 


not.the preſence it ſelf, but a circumſtance of it, not at all conſidered 


in the a&# of adoring, neither as objef# which, nor as reaſon why, 
we adore. Or thus, to Feſus Chrif? exilting ſwubſtantially in the 
Encharift we dire& our adoration, without reſpe&t to the coex:- 
fence or abſence of any other ſubſtance ; for if we worthip'd him 
upon the account that another ſub/tance 2s, or 7s not coexiſtenr, 
we muſt condemn worſhiping 1n either our ſefves or the Luthe- 
rans, which we do not ; they worſhiping with a 4elzef, that another 
ſubſtance is, we, that no other 15 there. —_— as, if no ſub- 
ance of the elements remains after conſecration, they are only 
miſtaken in their fa:th, not in their 4wor/hip, oully believe, do 


' not commit J/dolatry; fo, 1t the ſub/tance dg remain, this will 


only affe& our perſwa/ton, not impair ouradorazion ; we err about 
a creature, we do not zdolize it. Nay, were our worſhip directed 
to Jeſus Chriſt as alone, and ſo confuledly, or in general, to the 
whole ſubſtance of the Euchariſt, and it ſhould chance to be-true, 
that our Lord is not the only ſubſtance preſent under the ſpecies ; yet 
hence a jult charge of /dolatry could not be drawn againtt us : oy 
cauſe the precile objec? of our worſhip is not any created ſub- 
lance, but the drvine perſon of our Redeemer; and the other concom:- 
Zant ſubſtance, whatever 1t may by accident, does intentionally. no 
more ſhare in the honor we pay,than would the Scarlet Robe, ſhould 
our Lord have bin adored (inſtead of derided) therein. He that 
adored him at the pz//ar {tript, and in the common Hall arrayed 
in's Mock-Regalia, without an aCtual diſtinQtion of his garments 
trom himſelf, had the ſame objef of his prezy. 

Ibid. 1. 18. ---/ mul? rell him, that the adoration of thoſe among 
the Lutheraus-- is mfintely more excuſable than theirs , | the 
Catholicks.| And ths, Good Man, he 1s forced to aſſert, not out of 
preguaice, but by the cogency of fome reaſons! The Reader wall 
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admire his aſſurance, if he weighs his arguments. As ft, becauſe 
we Catholicks violate ſenſe, which the Lutherans preſerve entire. 
Now to wave both the impertinence and falſhood of this /eading 
Reaſon, as intimating that we wolate ſenſe, and that either the 


_ nature or heinouſneſs of Tdolatry depends thereon ; tis enough to 


quaſh 1t, to athrm, that /he Lutherans violate ſenſe as much as ee. 
Do they not believe the PBody of our Lord preſcnt with the 
Bread? Do not our ſenſes tell us, as expertmentally, 7here 7s no 
fleſh preſent, as they do, that Bread 1s there? He that ſays 
there are /ey men in a Room, where ſenſe informs there are hut 
*F#ve, mult needs treat ſenſe with as much violence, as he that ſays 
there are but five, when zen are ſeen, The violence done to ſenſe 
therefore (if any be done,) and ſo the znexcuſableneſs, 1s equal on 
the Lutheran, to that on our /ade. We deſcend to his ext Reaſon - 
the former part of 1t v1z.-that the Lutherans are right in their Ob- 


fee?, himſelf has overthrown in's 89th pag. if he approve what 


he cites out of Dr. Tay/or. For the Lutheran objeft 1s a non Ens, 
it Zeſus Chriſt be not ſud/?antially preſent; and if ZZe be not 1n 
ers, how can He be in their Fuchari/t? ſince our Preeſthood, 
whereon all grant hs being there in {ome fort depends, 15 more 4#- 
doubted, valid, and canonical, than theirs : they x norte. Sacerdotal 
Orders from a Presbyter's Ordination, ( which all Antiquity, and 
Prelatick, Proteſtants 1n their feuds with Presbyrery, and by their 
preſent prad7zce in ordaining ſuch Ainfters anew, damn not only 
as ſpurious, but as nul, we from Z#p:/copal legitimately communt- 
cated. Tf then the Lutherans be right 1n their objef?, much more 
are we. Have we not more a//arance that opr 'Lord zs there, and 
He only is there? We run therefore a /zf riſque of miſſing him 
than they. The ozher par? of his 29. _ {ſeems to be an /p- 
noratio Elencht, (the common Fallacy 1mploy'd by Proreſtants, and 
this Mmiffer eſpecially, in this difpute, to amuſe and decetve his 
Reader ) : for, if TI comprehend him, he proceeds on 7h:s ground ; 
that we hold the /ub/tance of the Bread to be the material, of which 
the Boay of Chriſt 1s made; whenas we belzeve nothing like it. 
Our Do&rine is, that by Sacerdotal conſecration the ſubſtaiice of or 
Lord's Body, which now reſides in Heaven, and ſhall enjoy that 
glorious condition till his ſecond Advent, becomes however exifient 
alſo under the ſpecies of Bread and Wine m a Spiritual manner, and 
that the ſubſtance of [read and Wine wholly ceaſes to be under thoſe 
ſpecies as before conſecration it was: but further nutzce our faith. 


takes not of the Breaden ſub5tance, whether it be _—_— or 
| .- aa 10W 
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how it ceaſes. If the PBreaden ſubſtance be abſent, then wedo 
not adore that ſubſtance for Chri/t's body which 1s not bis; andif 


it be preſent, we do not adore it, unleſs we can be ſuppoſed to 


adore what we think not of, or what we 7hink to be nothing, or 
to believe and adore two ſubitances of one Body, and be 1aid to di- 
re& our devotion another way, at the ſame time we, with the 
ftrifteſt abFraftion aim at the ſubſtance, aſſumed by the eternal 
Word in the Yirgin's womb, and now and ever perſonally united 
to it. If we ſhould worſhip the Zacharst whether there be a 
SubFtantial preſence or no, then we might well paſs for Pread. 
worſhippers, it our Lord were not ſubantially preſent ; but wor- 
ſhiping not fo /oofly at random, nor without a ſo/id ſuppoſition of a 
ſubſtantial preſence, demonſtrates, we do dire&t our pzety to our 
Saviour only, never reflefing on what either ceaſes or remains of 
the elements, 1o as tro make them partners or rivals with him in 
our Duty. The truth of the 57h Catholick Afſertion 18 then evin- 
ced: our worſhip 1s as excuſabk as the' Lutherans, and the new 
ouxiliary Reaſons drawn up p. 102. /. wlt. to oppole 77 afreſh, are 
indeed nothing to the purpoſe; and moreover, the former of them 
is falſe too. We can be ſufhciently ſure of due conſecration; and 
anathematizing DifJenters does not alter the excuſableneſs of our 
worſhip. If our worſhip be of the ſame nature with the Zurherar, 
and have as good grounds, the impoſing of it adds not one zof of 
gu1lt to it, whatever 1t do to the zmpoſers. The Anſwerer then 
ought to have totally afſented to the 674 Cathohick Afſertion, for 
the ſame ſound reaſor which moved him to grant 1t zZrue of the 
Lutherans, that therr Objett 75 right, ours being certainly as 7ruc, 
or the ſame wath 7hezrs ; and 1f we nuſtake the ſr1b/kance of Bread, 
they worſhip nothing, for Chrift. We worſhip no Z9ft, i.e. neither 
any /ub/tance that ever was, or 2s, a breaden ſubſtance ; nor yet the 
ſymbols, but only Chrift ſacramentally exiſting, who never was , 


wh 


nor can be, a Yafer, nor made of either the ſub/tance or accidents 
of Fread. How then can we poſſibly miſtake what 1s #o? Chriſt 
for Hm, unleſs the Chri/t born of the ever-blefjed Yirgm be not 
Chriſt? Perverle therefore 1s the paraMte/ of our worſhip to that 
of a MHanichee's fancying Chriſt to be made of the Sun's ſubſtance - 
th7s, in that Heretick, was both _—_ and zmpoſhible ; when- 
as 04r5 1s quite another ſeutzment, and founded on motives clear 
and 7fa/l:ble : fo far different in the hang, as the ſubſtance born of 
err Lady is from that of the Bread or the Sw; To far unlike in 
the greand, as the fiez;on of a /mgle Perſian impoſior is leſs m_—_ 

E 
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dible than expreſs Reve/ation, and ' the conſtant Tradition of the 
Catholick Church. 

Much-what the ſame Chaff 1s ſerved up p. 106. to ſhew more 
difference between Us and: the Lutherans, than a Trans and Con 
amount to. So zealous 1s this Polemre Divine to reduce Chriſti- 
ans to an amrcable temper , that he exceeds the bounds of diſcre- 
7102 and reverence, not only to his own Party, and the Nobleft 
Nations of Chriſtendom, but alſo to h7s Prance. For whillt He and 
athers labour for Peace, this man ( hike ſedi710us Love) repreſents 
them zrreconuctlable. His firſt reaſon here 1s already expoſed. 'There 
is either xo, or an equal, viglence done to Seufe by Us and the 
Lutherans. His ſecond Reaſon 1s as faulty as his fir/t ; it weare 
at defiance with any Texts that call the Euchariſt Bread, are not 
the Lutherans at as much defiance with 7hoſe that call it Fleſh 
and our Zord's Body? for both it cannot be, ſwh/lantially Fleſh 
and ſubſtantially Bread. To his third Reaſon, viz. T hat the words 
of Inſtitution afford occaſion of inferring a Preſence of Chriſt's 
Body in the Eucharit, we reply, and as p/ain an one, That the 
Euchariſt is Chriſt s Body, and that Bread 7s lubſlantially abſent : 
and other 7haughts cannot enter our 1274s, till 1t appear to us 
Poſſible and revealed, that the ſame thing can remain perfef# Pread 
and yet be truly the Feb of Chrit; which refoives into bermp 
Rread, and not'being Bread at the tame time. His /aft Reaſon of 
the Symbols, 1s of the ſame worth with the reſt; and the 7mper- 
{nent application of his own miſtakes refuted 1n our note on p.96. 
N'o. Sacrament, no ſubſtantial preſence of Chrift, no ſacerdotal Conſe- 
cration are after all left to the Papiſts ( as He in his fret will 
needs interpole inſtead of Catbolics). Yo what flrazts does his 
petulant acuteneſs drive us? In what a poor condition are we left 
by this meek and compaſſionate Miniſter? What does he omit 
( tho zrifling, forezzn, maccent, falſe, or impions) that may detract 
from the excefence of our Religion, and repreſent us inexcuſably 
erroneous and wicked ? 


Pag. 108. I. 7. Does he believe the Corporal Preſence im the way 
of Tranſubſtantiation, &yc. He does : What then? O then, they 
mult with him and and fall fogether, A terrible caſe! For then 
be cannot Adore on the account 'of «the © Corporal Preſence , 
but he does on the account of 7ranſub/tantiation. Wiſely con- 
cluded | His Argument runs thus : Zf with Catholicks, Tranſub- 
Hantiation and Corporal hs land and fall together, then = 
Ja 2 Adare 
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Adore on the account of both : But with Catholicks theſe and and 


fall together ; Therefore they Adore on the account of both, The 


* 


Conſequence is den y 'd. 


Thid. I. 27. The firft Ground | why Catholicks believe Chriſt ſub» 
{tantially preſent and Adorable in the Eucharilt | zs Divme Reve- 
lation ;, for which our Author offers the two uſual Inſtances, oc. 
The ſame 7»/tances are offter'd for Ours, as the Lutherans pro- 
duce for their corporal preſence: If they be not ſo defeated of 
them by Zuingiian Expoſitions as to be inexculably culpable in 
their Faz7h and Worſhip, no more are we, were this fir/? our 014 
ground. And did not this eMrmiſter confeſs p. 107 to this effect, 
that the Lutheran Dottrine was deducible from our Lord's word's ? 
Now their Farzh and Ours 1s only circumflantially ditterent.;.. that 
Text therefore that tells 7hem, muſt needs inform ws, of a ſub. 
HRantial preſence: tho of both Conſub/tantiation and Tranſubſtantia- 
7100 1t cannot. 

As to his vapear, "That he has ſhewn above how falſe a foun- 
dation both the words of 7u/titution and the 6th of St. Zohn are 
to a Corporal preſence , reviewing his firft Chapter, Part 1. I find 
him there raving againſt 7: 056+. Fun ol as if thoſe Scriprmres 
did not countenance it; and withall /ayzng about him, as ſuch do 
who are 1n an £rrer, with ſo much confuſion, pertinence, rude. 
neſs, abſurdity, and prevarication, as it Pryn were tranſmigrated 
into 4m : But as his performance againſt Tranſubſtantiation is Is 
diculouſly weak,and an often refuted Plea,publiſh'd to ſwell a Pam: 
þhlet-; lo tis either nothing at all to a corporal preſence and Adoration, 
ar fights as ftercely againſt a Chr;/{zans (but the Sacramentaries) as 
againft #s. 'To what he adds about ſenſe and reaſon, certain cons 
traditions, Principles of Nature, and Univerſal Sentiments of all 
ePunkind ; "Tis an abſurd cant, and a deteſtable znſolence, for hum to 
exclude zs (the Sf of Chriftians, who preſerved and propagas- 
tet ail Law and Learning for many Centuries ) from ſexe. and 
reaſon, from all $&7// in contrudifions and principles of Nature, 
and from the anwer/al ſcutiments of Fumanity. What an ama- 
zIng 1nfaruarion and tranſcendent priae poſleſs this man! He had 
had nor /erters, nor Religion, nor Lberty, nor yet Peng, but for 
the Profe/jors of our Faith; and yet the angrateful man repines 
ever.that we haye the /af? and meare/t of Theſe. 
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Pag. 109. 1. 30. Theſe are great words indeed ; but © wonder who 
ever , Ss before that a few miſerable Synods, &yc. With ſuch- impo- 
tence and revilings are Councils treated by a Miniſter ; and thus the 
ſecond Ground of our Faith and Service (whereon the 7/7 allo in 
ſome ſort depends, both as to which 1s a. Revelation, and what it: 
7s ; She being both the Promuſzer and Expoſitor of Revelations :) 
the Church's Conciliary Defimition and Command, 1s lighter than 
Air, and as contempible, with this Proteſtant, as 1s the molt 7r7- 
vial aft of the ſmalleſt Corporatzon. The Dgnities which he is 
not. afraid to vi/fie, are Councils, lo numerous and. comprehenſ/tve, 
ſo lawful and accepred, that for many Ages not one Lzſhip dil-- 
ſented from Zhen 1n this caſe. Was.not the Dodtrine of the 24 
Council at Nice profelt by that at Frantfort ? Went not the Nicene 
Fathers ſo tar, that the <—_— ſays, they carried-on 1 ranſubſian-. 

eld a Real preſence, Pref. p.6. Here 


Ziation ? Surely then they 


we have then above ſix hundred Za/tern and Weſtern Biſhops: 
concurring in the Belief of a Cirporal preſence and Adoration- 


in the Z#72hth Age : And the Occaſton of their declaring the 
Dottrine of the Church at that time was not that any one did really: 
queſtion that /z27h (for Erigena was then unborn) but ſome new 
laxguage had been uſed by the /Zconoclafts , in their diſcourſes” 
of the Adoration of the Zuchariſt, that was both ſaſpicicus and 
aangerous. Nor can one Prelate be nam'd, who. did not accept of 
the Declarations of theſe wo. Conncil;:in this matter. All Chri- 
{tians then believ'd a Beal preſence, and all Adored. What our: 
Anſwerer means: by particular Prelates 1 cannot penetrate, for: 
no Council conkilts of other. Unleſs he would infinuate , that: 
there wanted Delegates from ſome MVational Churcies, or that fome: 
Patriarch or Pepe did not concur with thele 7wo, or the ozher: 
keld in the Eleventh Age againft. Berengarins ; all which yer 
were held by either the Pope zw.Perſon,or by his Legates, and were 
receiv'd by the whole Yeftern Church, andat length by /erenga- 
rias himſelf. Councils theſe later were far greater than any Pro-- 
teſtant Synod ever was or can be, unleſs 1t were that at 2577, con-: 
liiting of at leaſt .z«v9 Biſhops. When ever did an FZandred Pro-. 


teftant Biſhops convene in One Aſſembly, as there. did Catholieks 


againſt Rerengarins * A Coituoration of a matter of Twenty.fiv at 
the mot deſerves certainty rhe charafter of. a Miſerable Synod: 


better than a Cownci/ !o much greater, and wherein the /;/hops 
not only of tao Provinces, Hut 0! 7141 Ars doms appear d. Nor 
were theſe Connols any rrore Parties than was the LS af Nee, 


> 
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or the Apo/tolical One at Feruſalem. To ſay they were, is as gra- 
tis ſaid af Eutyches do ſpoken ſo of that at Chalcedon. And 
whatever reaſon this Miniſter can give, why the Councels againit 
Berenzar ſhall be eſteemed Partzes, the very fame ſhall the Z#- 
daizers, Neſtorins, and Socinas, as itrongly urge to ſhew the Sy- 
nods condemning their Opinions to be Parties allo. So he may 
icem to ſay /omething, this Man heeds not what he writes ; tho 
what he publiſhes, inſtead of enervating the authority of the Conn- 
cils concern'd about a Corporal preſence alone, does-as vigorouily 
attack that of Councils ingeneral. But how could our Connci/s be 
Parties, when they. Defined no otherwiſe than they had recetv'd 
from Fathers both Greek and Latin, that had written the ſame. 
both Symoaically and as particular Dotfors ? How could they be 
Parties, when they Defin'd jult as a# Chriftians ( One fingle Be- 
rengarius, and ſome peryerted by him, excepted ;) then he/zev'd and 
profeft? Who cofuled their Determmations ? If they had'not an 
unrerſal Preſence of Prelates, yet the general acceptation of their 
Decrees 1s equivalent to it, and demonſtrates their Dottrme, with- 
out peradventure, 7rue; unleſs every Chri/tzan may 1n ſo great 
a point of Faith fail, and the Gates of Hell prevail over the Promiſe 
of our Saviour, and be more powerful than the conduc? of the FZoly 
Spirit ; which leads, it not the chzefe/t and moft, yet ſome Chriſtians 
znto all truth, even to the end of the world. "There 1s neither error 
nor oppoſition 1n the Formulary profelit by Berengarias ; the difference 
between them 1s no d;/agreement in Doetrme, but only a condemn- 
71g the different errors of that unhappy Man. That. of Nicholas IT. 
e{tabliſht a Realpreſence againſt the jir/t error of Berengarias, which 
was what the Sacramentaries now hold. The Sence wherein the 
Council intended, and St. Lanfrank explains it, is Orthodox, and 
own'd at this day. That under Greg. VII. defined 7ranſub$tantiation 
again{t the ſecond error of Berengarias, which was Conſubſtantiation. 
This 1s told our Adverſaries by our Divines ; particularly by 
the Cardmal de Sacr. Euch. l. .c. 21. as the Form it ſelf, cited by 
the Anſwerer 1n's Margent p. 111. had done his Reader, if he had 
not ſhamefully fallfy's zt, by omitting both the word /ub/tantia- 
/rter, and others of ſingular moment. We ſhall convit him of 
his wilful Fraud, it in two Columns we annex, what Berenga- 
7145 projelt, and what this Man fays he did. | 


Be- 
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BERENGART US his Profeſſion in the 6th Council at Rome un- 
der Greg. 7. 1079. £up. pars quinta. p.312. 


The Form entire. The Form as mutilated 
ws by this eMmiſter. 
Ego Berengarius corde credo, gy ore 
confiteor panem oy vinum, qua ponuntur Confiteor panem oy vinum 
mn Altar, per myſterium ſacre Orationts ---convert! 1h veram ac pro- 
& verba noſtri Redemptoris ſubſtantiali- priam carnem &@y ſangui- 
 aliter converti in veram o& propriam ac nem 1.C.D. N. & poſt con- 
oiuuficatricem carnem oy ſangumem Feſu ſecrationem efſe vernm cor- 
Chriſti Domini noftri, & poſt conſecra- pus Chriſti,--+ non tautum 
tionem oe verum Chriſti corpus quod per ſienum oy virtutem [a- 
natum eſt de Firgine, & quod pro ſalute cramenti, ſed oy m propri- 
Mund: oblatum in cruce pepenait, fy etate Nature, g& veritate 
guod ſedet ad dextram Patris, gy verum ſubſtantic. This ſpeaks 
Jangumem Chriſti, qui de ejus latere ef- of a conver/ion,but of what 
fJuſus eft, non tantum per ſienum oy kind it ſays not. This the 
virtutem Sacramenti, fed in proprietate «Miniſter caitrates the 
Nature ty veritate ſubſtantize. Thus Profeſſion made by Beren- 
Herengarius profels'd. gartns. 


Does the true Form mention nothing of the 9anner of the 
converſion in the Euchariſt? Does it not ſay as clearly, as if 
written with a Sun-beam, that tis a /ub/tantial conver/ton of bread 


and w7ne into that body and blood which were born of the Virgin &c ? 
If this be not, not only a corporal preſence, (which ſerves our pur- - 


poſe,) but alſo zranſub/tantiation, ( which this man would ſup- 
preſs,) we muſt deſpair of producing expreſſions intelligible and 
latisfaftory to our Adver/arzes in any matter. But how can we 
wonder at this corrupt: and palpable antruth, when we conſider 
it was neceſſary to ſuſtain many others indultrioully written by 
this Anſwerer in this very Pamphlet. Sach 1s the Fyperbole 1n 
his Pref. p- 6. That TranſubFftantiation was unknown to ihe Church 
for above one thouſand years, when not only Paulus Diaconus about 
774. relates theſe words of St. Greg. 1. Preſcins conditor noft1 


infirmitatis, eapoteſtate, qua cuntta fecit ex nihilo, panem & vinum 


agua miſtum, manente prop ia ſpecte, in carnem Gy ſangumem ſunm, 
Sprritus ſui ſanificatione convertit, Strabus Autor Gleſſe ord. in 
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Gloſs. cap. "11. prioris ad Cor. Nos mcerta relmguentes,quod ex autho- 
Titatibas certum est, profitemur, ſc. ſub/tantiam pants & v1n,-14 ſub- 
Fantiam corporis + ſangumrs Dommict converti: modum vero con- 
ver {ionis nos ignorare non erubeſcimus fateri. Qur autem remanent de 
priori ſubſtantia accidentia, ſc. color, ſapor, forma, ponaus , nec ipſum 


'corpas Chriſti afficiunt , nec im eo fundantur. This Divine lived 


about 340. and aſſerts 7rar(ub/tantiation, and the ſeparate ex1- 
{tence of the Accidents; eparare, I ſay, not only from the for- 
mer /#b/tance, but from the Fooy of Chriſt, ſo as not to affe&# it, 
or be ſupported by it. And Stephanus Ednenſis allo, about 950, 
writes, Oramus ut oblatio panis & vini tranſubſtantictur in corpus 
> ſangumem Chriſtz, I lay, not only theſe Friters prove, that 
7 ranſubſtantiation was known to the Church before a thouſand 
years after our Lord's birth, but many more, in Centuries prece- 
dent to theſe, might be produced. As St. Ambroſe himſelt in the 47h 
Age, /. De us gut mitianiur myſterits, c. 9. ſays, etiam betiediftione 
nuatura ipſa mutatar. His co-temporary St. Greg. Nyf/; uſes the ſame 
expreſlion, as does too the Ancient Sermon de caua Dom. amongſt. 
St. Cyprian's Works, cited and much relied-on in the 97h Age, as 
both very ancient, and very-orthodox. It ſays, 7he Bread gruen by 
er Lord to his Diſciples, changed not in efhge, but natura, was 
by the omnipotence of the Word made Fleſh. Nay, our Anſwerer,that 
he may conſiſt with himſelf, within a few lines confeſſes; that 


* a Aonk was laying the foundation of it 18 the 5th Age; which Monk 


aid not ſpeak ſo highly of the Zucharit as St. Cyril of Feruſalem, 
St. Ambroſe, or St. Chryſoſtom had done long before him, as may 
eaſily be diſcerned by 1uch as pleaſe to compare their expreſſtons: 
and beſides, tis ridiculous to fancy /uch did not believe a ſub/tan- 
z1al preſence, (the point in hand,) who are taxed to be founding or' 
erecting the ſuperſtructure of 7Tranſub/tantiation. He goes on con- 
ſefling againſt himſelf, that a General Council carried on Tranſab- 
?antiation in the 8th, and another Monk ( the great Proteſtant eye- 
fore Paſchaſtus) formed 1t to a better ſhape in the oth century ; vet 
all this while the Founders, the carriers-on, thoſe that furniſhed 
features and drapery, never heard of what they were deſignedly 
at work about. Nay, tho ſome of the Agents were Genera/ Coun- 
feltors, and even General Councils themſelves, z.e. the whole Church 


* was 1n a p/of againflt truth and piety, and was ignorant of the 


conſpiracy. This <Mmifter was reſolved to be abſurd beyond 
2M1tation. : 

Agun, ſuch another Zyperbole is whathe ſays of Peter Lom- 

| ; bard, 


- bard, in the Margen of this 11144 p. for the MHafter often pro- 
teſles, that the ſut/tance of the Bread and YYre 1s turn'd into that 
of Chriſt's Body and Blood, and only the manner of that ſubſtantial 
conver /ion is in queltion with .þim, as alſo with his commentators, 
Scotus, Durand, and many gathers mil-quoted Pref. p.7. of which 
fallities 1gnorance (if it were 1n fault) cannot excuſc hm, ſince ei- 
ther the Authors themſelves, or the Letter printed 166y, diſco- 
vering theſe amonglt 150 falſe or 1orefted quotations in Dr. Taylor's 
Difſmaſive , might lo calily have informed him. As to the irre- 
verent Deſcants on the Great Council, celebrated at Zateran by 
the molt learned and prudent Z7znocent 3. it 1s obſerved; That when 
the depo/ang Power mult be imputed to us as an Article of our Creed, 
then that Comuncel 1s obligatory, and Mr. Doakvel has proved it fo ; 
but when it defines 7 ranſub/tantiation, then the Canons are ſurrep- 
Zitious, and a Papal contrruauce, and Du Pm may be found in the 


Aargen. One while that Cowncz] enters the Stage, conferring - 


power on the Pope 70 dethrone Angs, and on Praefts (as 1t there 
had bin no Przeſthood before that Council) to make God. Ano- 
ther while, a/l this was forced upon the Fathers of that Synod , or 
publiſht as their A&#, without their previty, by a pragmatical and 
intriguing Pope. What would the man be at? Is his Arrogance 
content with no leſs than' confirming and reſcinding General Coun- 
cils arbitrarily ? 


Pag. 113.1. 23. ---As to the point of Antiquity , 1 have already 
fully diſcuſs'd it above &c. TI ſuppoſe he means from p. 24. to 32; 
where we may find indeed much paſtor againlt Tranſub/tantiation, 
but we are not ſo ſhort-ſighted as to confound it with corporal pre- 
ſence, the thing here in az/cuſſme. And for the Fathers referr'd to 
by the Dzſcourſer, where ſhall we find the Proteſtant Anſwers to 
St. Ambroſe, de its gut init. Myſt. c. g. to St. Hilary, St. Cyril. Alex? 
Are theſe ſpurious too? Are not thoſe aſcribed to St. Ambroſe, Eu- 
ſebius Emiſenus, ſermo de cena Domini, the Epiſt. of the Presbyr. 
of Achaia concerning St. Andrew's pallion , much more ancient 
than either Paſtha/tus 1n the Weſt,or Anaſta/ins Simaita in the Fall? 
Were they ever excepted againſt as containing Dettrine diſagree- 
able to that of the Church, tho, thro the negligence of Tranſcrib- 
ers,the true: Authors of them be not very certain? Ir 1s not a 
Book's being attributed, by a multake, to a wrong. Author, but its 
containing ſuſpiczous Dottrine or falſe Relations , and being fa- 


thered on eminent Names to paſs 1t with authority inthe world, 
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that chiefly ſubjeRs 1t to the wn. og of Apocryphal. Bat whry 
{ſhould a doubt concerning the Anzhor of ſuch Books elude the 7e/i:- 
2ony fercht from them, when St. Ambroſe in a Book ungqueſtioned, 
and others more ancient, coeval, or not much z#nzors'to the pros 
oned pictes, as St. Gandenrins, St. Remigins, &c , write as fully tor 


not only a corporal preſence, but alſo 7 ranſubſtantiation. 


Pag. 114. 1. 9. --This Groand | the univerſal Doftrine and Pra- 
Etice of the later both Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches till Zather's 
time | 7s not certainly true, and if it were,yet certamly it is nothin 
to the purpoſe. Tis certainly 7rue, 1t the whole may be determine 
to be on that ſide, where a/l the members of the Church are, for 
whoſoever denied this Fazth of a corporal prefence was 1þſo facto 
an Zerctick in oppoſing #n Article ſo werg hty, and ſo ſolemnly de- 
claredand —__ of all the ;farthfu in at lealt 7en Councils before 
Zuinelius dreamed. But the Apoſtates from a corporal prefence 
were indeed very few before, and, of thoſe few, fcarce one was in 
being at, Luther s revolt, he alſo continuing a b:7ter enemy to the 
Se that ſoon grew upon him. Tf zrae, tis certainly to the pur- 
pole, whillt zh:s is true, That all Chriſtians to a man cannot miſ- 
carry in fuch a conſiderable part of Religion as the Kurhariſt 1s, which 
they daily frequented, and the belief of which real Preſence in 2t 
was by many ways continually inculcated and confirmed to them. 
Such an unanimous and comprehenſive Traditzon does at leaſt de- 
monſtrate the novelty and falſhood of Zuinghanmſm. What Article 
in our Creed can have a 1tronger external motzve than amnverſal 
conſent? And as to the perpetuity of 1t, other Aricles. have bm 
former and longer, and by more numerous Fad7/ons oppoſed than 
it. Forof thoſe who have raiſed debates about the Euchariſt the 
tealt part are they who denied a ſub/?antiaf Preſence, the other 
quarrelling either about 7ranſub5tantiation, or Communron m both 
&nds, or ſome other matter, vet all the while confelling a rea/Pre- 
fence. Well, to let the Rea./?r underſtand more Fully the ſert- 
ouſneſs and judgment of this Mmiſter ; the Argument eſteemed im- 
pertinent, and ridiculed by him here, 1s this. 

The Authority equi-valent to that of any General Conncil 1s a ſolid 
Ground of Fazth ; but the unanimous profeſſion of all Chriſtians in 
the /aſt Apes is an Authority equivalent to that of a General Conn- 
cl, therefore that ananimons profeſſion is a tolid Ground of Favrh. 


The Meer is own'd by all ſuch Proteitants. as ſubmit their zuds- 


ments 10 the Authority of ſuch Comnci/s as condemned Arins, Mn- 
cedonins., 
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cedonias, Neſtorins, Eatyches, Origen and the Monothelrtes, ailent- 
ing to their Definitions as the true ſenſe of Divine Revelations, and 
reciting ſome of them even in their Creeds. The Minor is founded 
on not only Prote/tant conceſſions, but aſſo their Definition of a 
true Church ; that it has the Word of God rightly preacht, and the 
Sacraments duly adminiſtred; according to this charafer then, 11 all 
preach'd corporal preſence, 1t could not be an error 2 all, and ſo 
not In ary, unleſs there were no 7rue preachers, and conſequently 
20 Church, 1n ſome times extant. Now 1t an ananmons profeſſion 
cannot be erroneons, tis doubtleſs equal to the Authority of any 
General Council, and alfo very pertinently pleaded as a ſolid ground 
ef Faith ; tor whatever can declare a Divme Revelation infallibly, 
1s ſo. 
Pag. 115. L 30. 7f we did acknowledee this | 5th Ground, That 
ſince Zuther's time no ſmall number of Proteſtants gyc acknow- 
ledge a real and adorable Preſence, gc, | yet it ſeems we are m/ta- 
ken &c. It ſeems rather that you arc extremely conceited, who 
contend again{lt as well the jir/, chiefe/t, and beſt Proteſtants, and 
the genume Sons. and eminenteſt Supericrs in your own Church, as 
the Catholick Church; and all thro that proad pretence, that your 
Senſe, Reaſon, and expoſiricns of Scripture and Antiquity, how wild 
and unſound ſoever, are abſc/ately certain, and not, as we know 
them to be, meer preſamprions. Is not this an advancing of your 
ſelf as a ſtandard of 2rath and ſcience, and a requiring (what you 
1o vehemently decry in the Cazho/ick Church, and ſhun in your 
ſelf) ſubmiſſion of all jfudements to your Fancies? The Proteſtant 
owning of a ſub$tantial Preſence 1s not ſaid to be a ground for our 
believing T ranſubſtantiation ; but yet 1t 1s an argument againſt other 
Proteſtants for that Farrh of a corporal preſence, which 15 common 
to ſome of their party with us; andalſo animates us to perſiſt in 
It, {ince thoſe, who have quitted our commmwmzon, and relinquiſhed 
our faith 1n other matters, diſcern ſo {trong Motives to retain 
this, that (tho very willing) they cannot, without violence to their 
conſciences, renounce 1t. = 
Pag. 117. 1. 20. 47 zs confeſſed by the greateſt men of their Church 
&c. A forgery. Ourgrea? men make the contrary confc/ſ;on ; and 
ifany of them ſeems to ſpeak towards what this Minſter feigns, 
it is with reſpect to 7ranſubſtantiation, not a corporal preſence ; 
particularly $075, miſquoted Praf.p. 6. That molt ſubtle Ds- 
For (as has bin often anſwered to this molt impudent obje&tion)lays 
1t down ; That the Points diſcuſs'd by him 1a his 447 DR 11.7.3. 
Bb 2 do 
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© do all tntend to maintain, That the Body of Chrift is trnly in the 
*Eucharift ; becauſe ro deny that is plainly againſt Faith, for ic 
© was expreſly, from the beginning of the Inſtitution of the truth 
* of Faith, that the Body of Chriſt is contain'd there truly and re- 
* ally.--- And afterwards in his Reply to ObjefFions, fixiug on Tran- 
ſubſtantiation as the manner of the ſubſtantial preſence, he adds ; 
© Andif you demand why the Church choſe this fo difficult a fenſe 
<[ 7.6. of Tranſubſtantiation being the manner } of this Article,when 
© the words of Scripture may be rendred in a ſenſe eaſy, and as to 
« appearance truer concerning this Article. To this Objettion he re- 
© 7urns: 1 ſay that the Scriptures are expounded by | the diref7ior 
© of | that Spirit by which they were compoſed. And ſo it 1s to be 
<{uppoſed, that the Catholick Church hath interpreted by the 
< {ame Spirit by which the Faith was delivered to us,v:z.taught by 
© the Spirit of truth, and therefore ſhe choſe this ſenſe becaule it 
© is true. For 1t 1s not in the power of the Church to make that 
©true or not true, but of God the Inſtitutor; but the Church di- 
© rected herein, as tis believed, by the Spirit of truth, hath expli- 


©cated the ſenſe delivered | zo Her | by God.--- Now tis Evident, 


that the Schoo/man is here ſpeaking of Tranſubſtantiation, not of 
the corporal preſence : next, that he Bos not the facility or appear - 
ance of a ſeuſe to be that deſigned in Scripture, 1s to be regarded in 
#a:th, but the declaration of the Charch, im whoſe cuſtody the tradi- 
tive ſenſe of Sriptare, 1.6. what God intended, not what we ſar- 
nuſe, 7s depoſited, and by whoſe mouth the Holy Spirit ſpeaks. Latt- 
ly, that the Declaration of the Church 1s for Tranſubſtantiation, 
therefore this muſt be concluded to be the proper ſenſe of Scrip- 
zZure, tho that Scrzprure ſound never 1o plau/tbly for ſome or7her 
ſenſe. Our Adverſariesperievering in an zpoſture with fo much 
pertmacy and immodeſty, extorts this tedious Repetition. All we 
{ſhall further remark upon tt, is ; that 1t yeilds this «Mmnifter a ve- 
ry wholſom Inſtruction how to interpret Scripture, not by Zere;fh 
cu/toms, nor Rahbmical Deliriums, not by the ſuperficial wofices of 
ſenſe, or vain eMaxims and cheating ſuggeſtions of Science fallly fo 
calied, but by the Guidance of the Church, alliſted with the ZZoly 
Sprrit ; tor of theſe 7wo Direfors in expounding Scripture this 
FH nifter ſeldom has regard: whilſt Cazhohcks enquire of the 
Church what ſenſe the Fly Spirit chiefly deſign'd, and without 
helitancy adhere to hat fbe grves, whether it be {eral or my/ii- 
cal; becauſe our Lord's promiſe of aſſiſting the Church, and lead. 
ig her iro all truth, is fo abſolute, that we think we may as juſlt- 
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ly diſtroft his being the Me/ſrab, as be jealous of his Fidelrty or 
Providence in acquitting himſelf of this engagement. Should we 
not be ſuſpicions, if without apprehenſion, nay with perfect firm- 
neſs and {ecurity we did not acqureſce in her expoeſerions? And 
how many of thoſe, who have leap'd from 2his Rock, and commit- 
ted themſelves to the condutt of a Private ſpirit,are now carried a- 
way by the wind of S9c:nianiſm, Judaiſm, Mahomatiſm or irreligion ; 
whilſt we, that ſtand on it, have not only the ſame Faith {till, bur 
cannot poſlibly fail by mzsbe/ref. 

Pag. 118. 1.7. 77? 7s undeniable that their Interpretation of thoſe 
words | of Inſtitution | deſtroys the certainty of fenfſe &c. If he 
mean our interpretation of a corporal preſence, then he contradicts 
what he thrice told us, that the Lntherans do nowolence to ſenſe : 
but if he mean the Interpretation of 7 ranſabſtantiation, his obſer. 
vation 1s wide of the porn? conteſted. But in both meanzngs tis talfe; 
for we derogate from ſenſe not in the leaſt, and if we did in one 
caſe, 1n ore to Faith, (whereto we think ſexſe may as juſtly 
be captivated as the ander/tandimg ) , that will not infer, we may in 
another, deſtitute of ſuch a revelation, till a particular premiſe can 
{upport an anzverſal concluſion. The Fallacy and Zgnorance of this 
zmportunate Argument, fo often brought, and 1o often bafled and 
expoſed, muſt certainly be uſed by theſe men merely to deceive the 
People. As to the Paradox of Mrracles berng diſcoverable by ſenſe on- 
ly, we refer this Miner to Catuin,Biſhop Forbes, and many other, 
Claſſic Reformers, for correction, who efteem them ſtupid that 
diſclaim the Zachariftical Miracles ; and truly by ſenſe we diſcern 
none there. How then, by your favoar , came they to diſcern «Mz- 
racles in the Euchariſt? But, what? Was there no mracle in the 
conception of our Lord? What ſenſe acquaints men with 1t? That 
he was a Man we might know by ſenſe, bur that he was miracu- 
tonſly conceived, only Revelation not Zxperience alſures a// belides 
his Mother. To paſs thts, how comes 1t to be collected, thar it 
one af the evidences of the truth of Chri/t;anity cannot be h1d , ſtrait 
our certamnty of the ruth of Chriſtianity 1s deſtroy'd? Tell me T 
prays were Miracles its fo:c evidence? Were accomplihments of 
© 


eftament-prophecies none, ot uncertain? Had all PBehever:: 


miracles before they aflented ? Þid none beheve with certamty, but 
fach as had Mrracles to atteit what was tendred to them? What's 
become of the Beatitude, //ef/ed are thoſe that have mot ſeen (a mi- 
zacle, Chriſt riſen, ) avdye# have belteved | on the credible relatzon: 


of others, and becauſe it was foretold he ſhould rife , xc. P It 
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the performance of ſomething m Nature, otherwiſe than any created 
Power uſes, or can ao, I ſay, the performance of it by Power Di- 
vine be a : Miracle, and that ſuch a performance may be effected 
in ſpiritual as well as ſenſible aftairs, the knowledg of which 
may and mzyy# be attain'd, if it be had, x an information not ſen- 
ſible, then the confining of eMrracles to be objects of Senſe is cx- 
ploded. Having thus overturn'd 7wo of his Obſervations , his 
Arguings from them vaniſh as do all other Zabbles. 


Pag. 119. 1. 4. ---No Papiſt can have any Reaſon to believe Tran- 
ſubſtantiation to be true, but becauſe he reads thoſe words of holy 
Scripture, fyc. A Papiſt has the ſame Reaſon to believe 7ranſub- 
ftantiation, tho he cannot read at all, as the fir? Chri/tians had 
before the Goſpels were written, or a b/;nd man has now. The 
miſtake of Dr. SriHlingfleet, Tillotſon, Teniſon, this Anſwerer, and 
others, inſiſting ſo eagerly and obſtinately on the Authority of 
Senſe , grows ( if it be not an Artifice ) perhaps from their 
taking the Maxim, Nothing 7s im the [ntelleff which was not be- 
fore m the Senſes, abſolutely; as if the only Conveyer of No- 
tices to the Mind were the Sexſes ; or no 7hought had its birth 
there without an exzernal promzer ; whenas ( to omit the 11l con- 
ſequences gc. of the later ) there are other means of acquaint- 
ing the ute without the concurrence of the Senſes ; as by 
Good and Bad Spirits, gx. Now 7heſe erther convey always the 
fame Notices, as the Senſes, or they do not ; 1f they do, then the 
Mind muſt ever judg with the Sexſes ; which 1s againſt exper:- 
ence: Tf they do not, how comes the 7ntellet? to determine a- 
gainlt the NVorrces of Senſe : e.g. in the Magnitude of the Sur ? 
Surely 1t neglects the zformatron of Senſe, either upon ſome 
other more powerful morzve and overruling remon/irance than 
Senſe has given, or arbitrarily ; but whether way ſoever 1t goes, 
the «Maxim 1s rejetted, and the eMnd, 'tis clear, does not find 
1t ſelf obliged to determine in all caſes as Sexſe depoſes. Senſe 
then 1s no Za, but only a conveyer of /ute/ligence to the Zup, 
according to which 7nze/tzzence ( we confeſs ) that Fude 1s to 
cenſure and reſolve, except when better /nzeMljgence from Reaſon 
or Revelation be interpoſed, and arreſt ſuch a ZJudement. Now Senſe 
informs a Catholick Mind ( that hath ſo much Learning as to read, 
whichProtcitants think few have,they are ſo 1gnorantly educated), 
that the avords of 7u/titution are in that Book the Church tells him 
are the G9p./5, and neither Reaſon nor Revelation rang 

| this 
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this Notice, a Papif# judges with certainty according to: the de- 
Poſition of the Senſes , but when a Papift defires to proceed fur- 
ther, and would underſtand not only that there. are /#ch words, 
but alſo what is 7haz very meaning, not which/may be put upon 
them, (wherein 42s ſenſe and reaſon may afſiſt him ), but which 
the Holy Ghoſt intended, and the Church holds, then he relies 
not on his ſenſes or reaſon only, becauſe he knows the ſentiments 
of Men to be very different, as amongſt themſelves, ſo from the 
Church's and Holy Spirit's; and if he might rely on. his own, ſo 
might others, and conlequently collect oppoſite 7r47hs from their 
diſcordant conceptions. Wherefore, he reſorts to that hand which 
xeacht out-to him the words of /n/titution as Gods word, to give 
him alſo their zrue meaning, which he recezves, and profeſſes with- 
out demur or fear. And thus Papiſts arrive at all ſavme-truth ; 
thus they attain Unanimity, and learn not only to 7/774, but 
ſpeak the ſame thing ; whalli the 2nmds. and /auguage of all Sef7a- 
77es, who pretend to follow ſenſe and reaſon only 1n their 7nter- 
pretation of Scriptnre, are at wars and Babilon;ſh. For, private 
Spirits are many, and are Dz//enters.; but the Charch, the Haly 
Spirit 1s but Ore, and at Unity with it ſelf. . And, thus, T ſup- 
Poſe, not ozr, but the «Mmiſter's, culpable ignorance 1s apparent. 
of 


Ibid. 1 28. --Put let us. quit this Reflefion, gy. Content, If 
he would not haſten to new anruths. Where 1s it confels'd, 
that we have neither command, nor example, in Holy Scripture 
for Adoring our Lord inthe Z#ucharis7 ? It there be any command 
for Adoring our Lord at all, there 1s for Adoring him m the Eu- 
chariſt : For, once Adorable and he 1s always and every-where Ado- 
rable, in what condition or circumſtances ſoever ; and ſpecral n- 
junit1ons or zuſtances are not of neceſſity ro warrant or oblige vs. 
to Adore. St. Auſtin knew there was a command, or he would 


not have ſaid. in. P/al. 98. Peccemus non Adorando. Avain, tho. 


we confeſs that Defefs may pollibly happen, yet who grants 
them to be 77finite or difficultly avoidable? Is 1t not rather diffe- 


cult (conſidering the Caution of the Church) that any defedzs: 


fhould chance, which are de{truQive to the Zacharif?? Can we 
not have a moral certamry the Prieſt has the Orders to which he - 
pretends ? Do not our Sexſes inform us, as to both the matter and: 
Form of the Sacrament, and the ſerious application of the one 16 
the ozher? As to the znrention, tis true, it 1s deem'd weceſ/ary: 
{ will the Miniſter profeſs that none 1s weedful to the performance. 
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of a Religious Aftion ? ) but what degree or ſort of mtention, is 2 
Queſtion 1n the Schools ; ſome Divines requiring more, ſome fs. 
Of the later kind, if he ous, the Reader may view what Com- 
renſon writes of it, T heotog. cMentis & Cordrs, L. 11. p.1. Dif. 2. 
Append. F. >. &yc.---<It 1s undoubtingly to be aflerted, fays this 
« Modern Divine, that an Intention of ſeriouſly performing the 
« External Rites, amonglit Chriſtians counted Religious, ſuffices 
« for the validity of a Sacrament ; and, that being obſerved, no 
« retention nor perverſeneſs of the Miniſter's Intention doth 


Eyoid a Sacrament. This Poſition he confirms by many Autho- 


rities, and concludes them with that of the Council of Trevz, 
Se/}. 14. Cap. 6. Can. 9. where that Holy Synod declares the Sa- 
crament not to be performed, if a Prieſt att in Feſt, &yc. inferring 
thereupon, that the Council underſtood by an /ntentron of do- 
ing what the Church does, not ( as this MmzFer) of doing what 
the Church 7#ztends, but a doing with external ſeriouſneſs what 
the Church preſcribes. Which zuference he inforces by Cardinal 
Palauicini's Refleftion on that Paſſage of the Council, par. 2. /.12. 
c. Lo. ---<From theſe laſt words, any one reading them may con- 
« jecture, that the Opinion of Carherme and other Divines, think- 
« ing a Hl m the Mimiſter to act ſeriouſly ſuffices for, and that 
« only Je/ting ( which the Receiver of the Sacrament may diſco- 
«ver ) does obſtruct, the accompliſhment of a Sacrament , was 
« not expunged. According to this Doctrine then, the Conſe- 
cration of the Euchariſt does not depend on the Prieſt's believing 
TranſubFtantiation, or ſecretly intending to Conſecrate, -gc. but 
only on an external intention to do {eriouſly what the Church 21- 


Jomns, which 1s very diſcernable to the: Attendants by the Prieſt's 


exterior actions and depor tment. . How many therefore of the -4n- 
ſwerer's Dangers and Defedts are blown away? And if Adoration 
may at any time be paid to our Lord in the ZucharzF?, it may or- 


dmarity be 1o, without any ſcruple, by Catholicks. 
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ANTMADFVERSIONS wupon the Reply to the two 
Diſcourſes concerning the Adoration of our B. Saviour in 
the Holy Euchariſt. 


the oze concerning the Alterations in the Church-Seruice of 

the Church of Fnzland; the ſecond, concerning the Adora- 

7191 of our Bleſſed Saviour in the Sacrament of the Eucharist. 
The Deſign whereof was to ſhew the z:certitude and znconſtancy of 
the Church of Erz/and in her DofFrine and Prattices. | Whence 
it wil) follow, That noue can zruſt or rely upon her Authority, nor 
{afely either believe or prattiſe according to her direfFions. | Ot both 
thele the Author took theſe #ws Articles as a maniteſt and ſufh- 
cient inſtance. But becauſc there is nothing ſo zrac, __ which 
ſomewhat may not be {poken, there have bin oppoled to theſe 
{wo Diſcourſes, an Anſwer , printed at London; and a Reply, at 
Oxford: neither of them taking much notice of the Author's 2#- 
zention, but ſpending their learning chiefly about 7ranſub/tantt- 
«at10n, | cannot fay altogether from, but not much zo, the pur- 
poſe. Zorh of them allo declare their own opinions be againſt 
the Rea/ preſence of our Saviour's body and blood in that holy Sa- 
crament, and thereby acknowledge ' themſelves members of the 
modern or preſent Charch of England, and conſequently miniſter 
another argument of the incon/taucy and weakneſs of that Church. 
And fo let them do. But that they ſhould per{wade as, that the 
ancient Church of England and her beſt writers were of the ſame 
judement, cannot be performed ; it being both againſt their ex- 
preſs writings, and the judement generally of their new Church, as 
of Baily, Prin, Hen : Hickman, and as many as have written to 
Jultify the Par:zans againſt the Church of England, who all accuſed 
the Autipuritans ( as Heylin, Laurence, Pocklinton, and the reſt) to 
have bin Popiſhly affefed - as allo did the pretended Reformers, (11 
their Doctrine for{aking Calvin , and embracing Zrnumghns,) who 
upon this ground, amonglt ſome others, refuſed ro communicate 
with thoſe of the Church of Enzland, ( tho of late they.denied 
20t to admit the Zutherans.) To theſe Reformers the new Church 
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g OME time ago were printed in GXFORD Two Diſcourſes, 
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of ——_ have bin pleaſed ( for reaſons well enough per- 


ceived) to joyn themſelves. Neither 1s there any thing confide- 
rable in the oxe, which is not in the ozher, of theſe writers. The 
Anſwerer feems to have more /carning, the Repher 1s better at 
cavilling and mockery, and had 1t not bin to ſhew this 7a/en?, he 
needcd not to have troubled the world with a new ook. He 
ſaith indeed it is 2 defence of therr quarters; but for this, who 1s 
bone, who male fide pofſef]or, we appeal to the judgment of. our 
pious and munificent Founders ; who will one day declare whether 
they deſigned their bountzes for them, who hold it not /awful 70 
pray fer them , who fruſtrate their chief zn7ention, count them 
- "al and members of a fa//e Church. 


ft was long deliberated, whether it were worth the labour to 
take any publick notice of theſe Pamphlets. It was ſaid; that 
they were ſo cradely, negligently, and uncandialy written, that no 
man of parts, learning, or rue piety, could be miſled by them: 
That the D!ſcourſes ( notwithſtanding theſe oppolitions ) remain 
not only unſhaken and unviolated, but much confirmed and juſtified, 
when ſo many perſons ( both at Zondon and Oxford) ear find no 
other beſides theſe weak and zn/ienificant exceptions againit them, 


tho they take the liberty to ſay what they p/caſe, even to the de- 


famation of their 640n Charch.: That, every thing ſard againſt an- 
others Writing, (as there 1s nothing more caſte than to m2xrepreſenr, 
change, cavil, &c, even againſt zruth it ſelf) however called, is 
not an Aufwer. St. Anſtin complained of his Adverſaries the 
Pagans, (who writ againit his Books, de crvit. Dez L. 5.0.27.) Fa- 
cile eft curguam vidert reſpondifſe enum, qui tacere noluerit. Quid eff 
loguacins vanitate? quia rdeo non poteſt guod veritas, quia /i voluerit 
etiam plus poreft clamare quam teritas &c. The Me, for: whoſe 
palats theſe courſes ijeem cooked , ( who make themſelves 
Fadees of the moſt difficult controverſies, whereof they are. 
leaſt capable, ) pronounce againſt him who 1eplieth nor ſpee- 
Wy ; and 1s of hrs fide who ts not /i/enut: That our Author's wrt: 
mgs carry with them ſuch evidence and ſarisfaftormeſs, by the per. 
techon-of their 4 ſpoſerion, /tile, kearumg, arguing, &c, ( which eve- 
ry ingenious Reader fces by experzcnce,) that we need not: fear to 
{after thofe already wins to pals without a vmdzcarion, or 
to publiſh thole, which as yet remain with us, without a/feration, 

But becaufe care 1s alſo to be taken» for young men, for ſuch as 
are doubting, or weakn the faith, and-efpecially. tor ſuch as in /- 
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ecrity ſeek after the 7ruth, and may be deturned from it either 
by the craftineſs, or confidence, of 1ts Adverſaries : and becauſe 
we would not be altogether warzmg to our duty, or leave the 
defence of the Truth to her ſelf, we have taken this courle to prinr”; 
i. A ſhort Treatiſe many years ago written, of the great contro- 
verſy concerning the Zauchar/t, wherein in a manner the whole 
oppoſition of the Anſwer and Reply 1s prevented, and both the 
truth and diverſity of Opintons concerning. the preſence: of our 
Lord in the Sacrament plainly laid open to ſuch as are deſirous to. 
know it. 2. 7Wwo _—_— the firſt againſt the Anſwerer, 
proving: coptouſly and manifeſtly, That the Ancient and Learned 
Drivines of the Church of England did acknowledge, as their writ; 
nes every where ſet forth, ſome real and ſubſtantial preſence of our 
Lord, ſuch as is aſcribed to them by the 7200 Treatiſes. The ſe- 
cond chiefly aims at as p/ain and eaſy an Explication of the Do- 
&rine of the Church in this great myſtery as we can; and to re- 
move the prejudices and oy which the Peplzer, with others of 
the new Zumeg/ian Church of England pretend agaiult it. And tho: 
the DofFrine of the Carholick Church hath bin ſo often manifeſtly 


proved againſt their exceptzons, yet do they continually repeat. 


the o/4 Objefttions ; inſomuch that.we have no hopes to do good to 
them, nor to any ſuch as take delight in 7»/olence and ſcoffery (the 
molt obvious and trivial fort of wt, the daughter. of ancharitable- 
neſs, and mother of libels, and all ſort of ſcarri/ity ) againſt thoſe, 
who endeavour themſelves to follow, and manitelt to others, the. 
true and undaubted Church of God, and way of ſafuation. 


And they, who for this pious endeavour are mocked and feorn- 
ed, ought not to make re7u9s 1n the ſame nature, (than which. 
nothing is more eaſy to him that rakes liberty of ſaying, what he 
pleaſeth ,) but poſſefi themſetes 1n patience ; conſidering, thar. their 
cardition were very much to be ſuſpeFed, 1t they were. not thus. 
treated; for theſe are /naices of a righteous cauſe, and racks of 
their Predeceſſors. And indeed, what /cf\ can they expect , who 
( according to their duty to the holy Cazho/rck Church, their Prince, 
and Nation,) ſpend tbemfelves and their. time to reduce. their 
countrymen ( for whole ſake, as S. Paul for the Zeres, they are rea- 
dy to ſacrifice their lives, and all they have) out of the molt horr7- 
ble and fatal ſin of Schiſqn to the Onity of the Church? out of. 
the. dangerous principles of diſobedzence and ſeaition, to a juſt and 
duc /ubmiſſion unta their own Prince ; and out of popular and re- 


bellious: 
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bellions Perſwaſions and ſuggeſtions to an eſtabliſhment of a ficm 
and grounded peace aand unity of the Church and Narton. 
F 7. 1. Note, that there is a Natural body, and there 18 a SÞ7re- 
Concerns 7uz! b;; : the ſame body under ſeveral proprieties and cond:t1ons. 


Zhe Real The Nataral we call that, which enjoys the ſame gualities where- 


Preſence of with it was created, and, as the Natural Philoſophers treat of it ; 
our Lord it ſuch are dimenſions, figure, weight, impenetrability, crreamſeription 
Zhe Eu-:h4- by place, motion, ſenſ/ivility, and the like. But the ſame boay, quit 
rt. of thoſe condrrions , and now ſpiritualized, is under far afferent 
Propricties, even thoſe which belong to Angels and Sprrizs, to 

whom they become i7o:, pares or wguales, as becoming one Church 

and economy with them. Thoſe we may beſt conceive by the hi- 

ftories in the Scripture of the apparrtons of Angels, or, if you 

pleaſe, by our own Sox/s; which, tho penetrating every atome 

of the Yoady, and communicating to it all its powers , yet is 

but one in the whoſe; and yet in every part 1s it wholly , 

whether the body be b;z2ger or /efjer, mutilated or entire, nei- 

ther parted, diminiſhed , or doubled, nor yet many but the ſame 

ſoul wholly in every part. For it 1s not in the boay, as in a place ; 

except we ( as this Repher ſeems) bring 1n Cuglanias, and 

confine the ſoz] to the gl/andula pinealts; or 1, as is molt conſo- 

nant to his principles, to ſome oze atome of it , ( contrary to the 

doctrine of all Chri/tzan Philoſophers,) and the virtue and efficacy 

_ of it only communicated to the other parts of the body. So a 

Sprritnal body (however this be hard to conceive by 2magimation, 

in this itate accuſtomed to ſe/at7on and materiality ) hath no. cer- 

rain dimenſions, fieure, weight, ſenſibility, or alteration, nor circum- 

{cription by place, but as it ſelf pleaſeth to diſcover it ſelf. So be- 

{ides the examples of the Angels, our Lord appeared and diſap- 

peared, continued and vaniſhed, paſſed thro grois bodies, and the 

like, as himſelf pleaſed. Now from circumſcription by place ( or 

an ambient body ) ariſeth naturally an 712p9//eb111ty ro be mm ſeveral 

Places at once. Naturally, I ſay, becauſe by the power of God even 

this quality, as well as the relt, may be ſeparated from the natural 

hody, as it was by his all-powerful wiſdom freely given unto 1t. 

It ſeems to me little leſs than b/a/phemy to ſay, That the AJ- 

mighty power, which at firit created. a natural body with ſuch pro- 

perties, cannot alſo ſuſpend the a&ons of thoſe Properties, or 

conſerve the ſubject without them ; it being the ſame as ſaying, 

that Ze cannot work a Miracle; all Miracles being a {nperſcding 

his own rules which he eſtabliſhed againſt all other Vazrral, bur 

not 
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not againſt his own Divine, Power. And, why not ſuſpend /ocality, 
a relative property belonging to the Body, as a Member of the 
Univerſe, as well as weizh?, or moron, which ſeem more abſolute 
and ztrinſecal to the nature of the body ? Why cannot he con- 
travene to one Rule aswell as to another, eſpecially when there 
15 no contradi&tion ? As there 1s none 1n this caſe of our Lord's 
preſence in theZuchariſt,as both-our Auzhor and all Catholics affirm, 
notwithſtanding the Rephers ſhuffling to faſten ſuch an Opinion 
upon him. To be here and nz here, may be a contradiet:on ; but to 
be here and Zhere, is none. But what more contraartZion is it, 
than that five Zoaves carried by a little Boy ſhould feed five 
thouſand men, and much more remain than was at fir{t; a M+- 
Tacle preparatory to this of the Blefled Sacrament. And without 
netration of Bodies ( which granted, 1ntroduceth the poflibi- 
ity of a Body's being in ſeveral places) how can. a Camel paſs 
thro the Eye of a Needle, which yet 1s pollible with God; as 1s 


what oux Lord ſaith of himſelf, when. upon Z#arzh, that he was 


alſo in Heaven, 7o. 1.18. 3.13. 7. 34- 


But as a Spr:7 is nat at all confin'd to place, ſo nothing hinders. 
why 1t may not coext with Bodies in di/tme? places, by which 
alone we know its being 1n feveral hcations, ( tho indeed it 1s 
In no /ation at all in proper ſpeaking, contrary to what our 
Rephier afhixeth to Carholicks ), as Eliſha's Spirit went along with 
his Servant ; and St. Paul's joy d in beholding the orderly carriage 
of the Coloffians ; and the Ew Spirits allo ( a whole Legion pol- 
{ſeſfing one, one F2rit inhabiting almoſt every atom of his Body), 
and the blefſed zute/ar Angels continually behold the face of God in 
Heaven,as well as attend their charge upon Zarth.W hereby it leems, 
exempt from the conditions of Bodies. 

So then Cazholicks lay, That the Body of our Lord Jeſus Chrilt 
1s not now under the properzies of a natural body ; nor 1s it ne- 
ceſlary that it ſhould be /5cafly any-where, nor heavy, nor ſubject 
to mo710n, paſſibility, or the like. And when Catholicks lay, that 
our Lord's vatural body, or that he 1s corporally preſent ; they 
mean, That his hoay, even that natural body recerv'd of the F. 
FPirgin ( for he hath no other) 1s realy, truly, and 722004 pre- 
{ent, and given to us, in the Z##char/? ; but not fo corperal/y, 2. e. 
with thoſe propertzes of, or as a natural body, ( for corporally and 
tocally are not the ſame, as our Rep/rer everywhere ſtumbles, ) but 


as /p1ritnal, and being now g/mrified : yet therefore not as.dead ( an 
| 1II&-- 
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arreverent expreſſion, to ſay no worſe, of the Repher) but yet as 
given, and having ſufterd tor us; even in the fame manner as 
himſelf, our blefled High-Prieſt, continually Offereth it up to the 
Father for us. | 
Again, Note, That the be/fowing and recerving of the benefits 
of our Lord's Paſſion 18 giving lomewhat real, but that real is 
not his hody and b/00d, nor in proper ſpeaking are thoſe the bene- 
fits of his body and blood ( for then they could not be receiv'd 
without the hoy and #/ood, whereas now they are, according to 
our Repher , accidents without a ſubjef?, and effef?s without a 
cauſe), but of his paſſion and ſuffermgs. And therefore our Sa- 
viour declares the uſe and benefit of his body and blood by eating 
and drinking, which are not compatible to the benefits of his 
paſſion by any metaphor, or ſ{imilitude whatſoever. And there- 
tore the Second Edition of the #x/iſh Common-Prayer-Book leaves 
out theſe words, The body and blood gyc. and only ſays, Take and 
eat this | Bit of Bread and Sup of Wine | zu remembrance that 
Chriſt ated for thee, and feed on him in thy heart by Faith with 
thanksgtuing. And the firſt Edition of the Carechiſm ſaith, Fidem 
e/Je os anime, guo cibum hunc plane divmum toy ſalutis juxta oy 
:mmortalitatis plenum, oy Spiritus Santti gratia communicatum re- 
cipimus. Faith 1s 1mproperly ſaid to receive ( except in the ſenſe 
of thoſe Proteſtants who take it for app/ication of Chriſt's per/o- 
ral righteonſnefs to us: ) but what reſemoles eating and frinking FL 
or by Faith , or what afzons of Faith correſpond to them T can- 
not 1magine. | 
But our Saviour repreſents his body unto us under the notion 
of meat and its effefs, particularly the Manna, whereunto he 
compares 1t. Such are, 1. To conſerve, nouriſh, advance, re- 
{tore in us what by worldly converſation, and the like, 1s decay'd 
and weak'ned; and to ſtrengthen us 1n our Spiritual life and cſtate, 
as the Food it ſelf was Spiritual. 2. By uniting us to the Food, 
( Fleſh of his Fleſh, Bone of his Bone) (contrary to the Manna 
and natiral meat, which receive life from the nouriſhed ) it makes 
us partakers of his Life, which being immortal and glorious, 
renders ours fuch alſo. And 3. Other Food being either inani- 
mate, or having a Liſe inſerior unto, and differing from ours ; 
this Body of his 1s become ſuperigg, more Divine than ours, and 
15 a gurckinins SþÞ 117. And cheretorive ſhould receive his Body and 
Blood after the manner of nataral/ bodies ( which the Capernaites 
and our /ez/az/ Doffors can apprehend) it would profit us no- 
thing, 
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thing, as to the great effets promiſed by our Recerving in the 
Euchariſt, And theſe effefs are true and real ( not notional or 
zmaginary, Or = Faith only apprehended ), yea much more than 
the Manna. Faith being an af/ent in the under/ſlanding, 1s quite 
different from. enjoyment 1n the will and affedtions. And Faith, 
7.6. a believing either that our Lord was the rue «Meſſras, or 
Meſſenger from the Father ( for elſe he. could not be the trac 
Bread which came down from Heaven), or that this, which 7s 
gruven us , 15 the real Boay of our Saviour ( for elſe it would 
be only common Bread), precedes the Receiving, yet 1s not any 
part of it, much leſs the enjoyment of any of the effefts of it. 
Again, It eating by Faith ( whatever 1t ſignifies) be a// that 1s 
meant in the Z#uchart, how comes 1t to be preferr'd before the 
Manna, which was a continual Miracle, and daily exerciſe of 
their Fazzh ? And why would our Lord ſuffer ſo many of his 
Followers to go away from him, when he might in fo few words 
have inform'd them of the Truth without a Metaphor ? Why 
ſhould he uſe ſuch ſublime and ſpiritual expreſſions, repeating 
1t to be his body and blood, that 1t came down from Heaven, that 
he would give 2t for the life of the world, gc. and not once explain 
the meaning of thoſe, to them,obſcure phraſes ? And if the Church 
Catholick, and even the Church of Zxgland till the laii of King 
Edward VI. had not concety'd ſome great Myltery, why would 
{the keep the words ſo obſcure, and really, as they ſagpoſe, impro- 

er, of the 7uftitution 1o preciſely, even till the Church of Zuz- 
Lo made the breach , and by the Exprellions different from the 
whole Church, profeſs'd her ſelf not to be a Member of it? But 
of this ſufficient 1s ſaid before, and in the Reformation of the 
Church of England, from F. 148. Wheretore the Catholicks, ſpeak- 
ing of the real preſence of our Lord, meanc, the very effence, 
ſubſtance, the very thing 2t ſelf is there preſent, taken, and eaten 
by us; and not only the benefits of his Paſſion behev'd by us. And 
1n the Church's ſenſe we ule 1n this Difcourie the words rea/y, 
really Pegs: &c. and yet not naturally, loca//y, or any other man- 
ner of 1ts being according to the gual/iries of a natural boay. 


And note ſecondly, That theſe Writers, an? others pretend- 
ing to be of the Church of Znzland, by their A_ by Faith, 


-myjtical, eating (which they ſometimes alſo call Sacramenzal) in- 


tend a ſenſe contrary and oppoſite to eating the natural body of 


our Lord ſpirituahzd, and that 1s all the ca/rmg they po 
cdg. 
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ledg. The Cathrlich Church alſo uvſeth the ſame word ſpiritual 
in oppolition, to real, or ſacramental; meaning thereby the re. 
Cept1On. >t ſome ſprritual grace or encreaſe of it. As the Fathers 
3%. ine Wilderneſs did eat the fame meat (Manna and the Rock. 
water) ſpiritually, in as much as theſe were Types of ſpiritnal 
Zhings under the Goſpel, by receiving whereof they alſo obtain'd 
the graces of Gods Spirit, And this ſpiritual reception of Grace 
is not only in the ZExchar:F?, but in all the other Sacraments, in 
all ations of Devotion and Prety, and all manner of well-n/mg 
Grace once given. But this 1s not all the Sacramental receiving, 
tho contain'd in it. So that there are two manners of recezvimg 
Grace, and our Saviour : 1. Spiritnal only, which our Replier favs 
is all. 2. Spiritual and real, or Sacramental ; becauſe proper to 
the Zucharif?. The real without the ſpir:zual profiteth nothing, 
yea it is alſo dammable, For except a man come to the Zxcha- 
7757 well prepar'd, 2.e. by Mortifications, Devotions, AQts of Re- 
Iigion (2. e. 1n a itate of Grace) he eats and arimks condemnation 
Zo himſelf. "The ſpiritaal recerving without the real profiteth in- 
deed, but neither ſo 21ch, nor in ſuch manner, as when they are 
Join'd both together : For ſpritual recerving 1s of more Grace upon 
well-uſing the former, 1s only in general, and in the zmner man ; 
therefore difficultly diſcern'd, and more ſubje& are we to be de- 
ceivd in it. But real receiving ( as all other Sacraments) 1s 1n- 
ſtituted to help the weakneſs and 7mperfef? diſcernment of our 
ſpiritual and internal condition by the vi/ible figns of mmuſible 
Grace therein beſtow'd. The ſprri7ual eating gives us a right and 
title to Grace, bur the ozher 1s the very /trument of conveying 
it. Alfoin Zhat, Grace 1s given according to the meaſnre of the 
Receiver's diſpoſition ; and that Grace alfo which 1s of the ſame 
nature with thoſe diſpoſitions. Bur in the Sacraments are given 
new and peculiar Graces; as in Baptiſm, the forgiveneſs of all fins 
already committed, and admi//ion into the Church of Chriſt, and 
all the rz2bts and benefits thereof : So in the holy Zuchari/t, there 
is conferr'd alſo forgruenefſs of ſins, and a nearer mmcorporating us 
into our Lord himſelf more intimately, and conſequently a more 
certain hope and confidence of eternal life ; by receiving himſeif 
into us, who is now become a gurknmngz Sprrit unto us, work. 
ing by his hvdy receiv'd ( the feed of immortality ) all things ne- 
ee//ary or uſeful] to our happy progreſs thither. Be pleaſed there. 
tore to conſider ; Whether they, who acknowledg no other than 
a ſpiritual receiving, do nat either quite evacuate the power and 
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efficacy, or at leaſt dimmmiſh much and weaken the force of this 
ruine Sa:rrament ? And allo, that whoever they are, who endea- 
vour to /abjet# or reduce Religion to the Rule of Reaſon, do. not 
in effect deny and deſpiſe the wiſdom of God declar'd in the my- 
ftery of onr holy Religion? | 


Note Thirdly, That Cazhoicks trouble not themſclves to recou- F. 

cile Religion to Philoſophy. Their endeavour ts to underſtand the © 
- true ſeuſe of what God hath revealed; and to this purpoſe they 
make- uſe of all the helps which others do, but princrpally de- 
pend upon what the Charch Cathohick and her Dodtors trom time 
to time have receivd and declar'd; 2.e. how they, to whom our 
Lord committed his Myſteries, have from the beginning be/zev'd 
and delrver'd that charge deliver'd unto them ; how the pradtice 
hath zerprezed the Law ; and how the Holy Spirit, by hts In- 
{kruments, the Clergy of the Carhohkck Church, hath continued: 1t 
down to their time. Nor do they regard what either private mrer- 
pretation, or what Philoſophy, or Principles fram'd by men's anaer- 
ſtandings our. of their experzence or frame of T.anguages ſuggelt. 
They leave theſe tothem, who affe& to diminiſh the unfathomable 
knowledg communicated to us by God in his Revelations ;, to Art- 
ans, Soctmans, Latitudimarians, and. other Dotfors of Senſuality. 
But the zruc ſenſe of things reveal'd being ſetled, they argue and 
reaſon thereupon as much as they pleaſe, according to rules na- 
tural to- the Underſtanding, and perfeQed by the Art of Logick. 
The Rules and Artifice of Reaſoning, I ſay, they uſe! and ap- 
prove ;: but ſuch primcples as are obſery'd out of Narure and her 
operations, they ſubordinate to Fazth. So that in {trift and pro- 
per ſpeaking, they do not oppoſe Faith to Reaſon, but only to 
Philoſophy. For if the intelles? be raſa Tabula, 1t can argue from 
nothing ( tho Arguing and Reaſoning be its chictelt work, to 
which 1t 1s rally directed ) .but what 1t recetves: from 
without, either by the Sen/es, and zuformation of others, or by Re- 
velation, | except (which 1s very rare) that God by himſelf, or 
a good Angel, immediately illuminates th? Underſtanding ( as 1n 
foretelling things future or .abſent ), or by means of, ſome repre- 
ſentation receiv'd by the 7magimation |. Now tho the green, 
x wntificatiote, andiapprehenyun ef things reveal 'd, 1s indeed convey'd 
to us in words comprehended--by fexfe,. yet the  7hing /inified 1s 
[not diſcover'd by the ordinary notions of ſenſual knatolede,' but 
by the Hard and Spirit of God revealing it ; which doth not only 
h Dd 2 repre- 
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repreſent more objefs to the underflanding,but alſo enlightens the 
faculty, and enableth 3t to diſcern ſpiritual things as much clear- 
er than Nature teacheth, as a man can'better diſcern by the light 
of the mid-day Sun than by the glimmering of the Moon ; or in 
a clear air than 1n the 7hicke? miſt. The outward ſenſible Word 
1s of men, and according to humane ſpeech ; but the nternal Word 
1s known to us only by Zeſus Chri/t, who by thele oramary ſound's 
(the Foy Spiriz concurring with them) conveyeth to us the 
great and otherwiſe zncomprehenſ/tble myſteries of our faluation ; 
which are therefore trampled on and deſpiſed by the worldly wiſe, 
who reduce all our &ow/edpe to, and aialios it by, ſenſe reins 

So then, 1t 1s not _ which the Carho/icks oppole, but the 
princrples of reaſoning taken from AriFtotle, experience, hamane te- 
limonzes, vain Philoſophy, and the like. 'To all which we preter 
thoſe propo/etions of that moſt Sacred Rehgin firit difcovered 
by our Lord Feſus Chrift in. his perſonal converſation here 
on earth, and after his departure continued and propagated 
in and to his Church by his holy Apotles, and their Suc- 
ce/jors, to the end of the world. Nor can 1t be ſaid that theſe. 
propoſetions or principles of Philoſophy axe more rational than thoſe 
de fide, any more than the premciples'of one Scrence are more ra- 
tional than thoſe of another. As for contradiEtion of fai74-upon 
the account of /enſ?, ( which in effe&t amounts to the denial of 
faith,) it hath bin ſo often and clearly anſwered, ( particularly 
inthe preceding ſhort Dz/courſe,) that. it ſeems needleſs to repear 
it; In ſhort, /-x/e teacheth us not that this 1s (v-g.) bread or a 
ſtone, for this is an ation of affent or jndement; (whether in the 
imagination or mtelle& it mattereth not,) which afhrms or denies 


_ molt frequently as 1t 1s accuſtomed without conſideration ; and er- 


reth not, _ where it too haſtily afſents againſt a 7ruer Pro- 
poſition ; z.e. ſuch a: Propoſetion, whoſe truth 1s dcelared by ors 
from a more certain Prnciple. As ordinary . underſtandings con- 
ceive the Dzameter of the.Sun ta be no more than of 3. foot; (their 
fenſe ſo informing them,, ) or that: this is bread,' which ſeemeth 
ſuch: Yet are both theſe errors controlled, the one by Demonſ/ira- 

Z70n, the other by the infallible Ford of Godin bis Church. | 


Thoſe of the preſent Church ofyrlan: agregiagrrich the pre- 
tended y—_ and contradicting'itheir own Rredcceſ/ors, aecuſe 
the Catholick Church of 7dolatry.upon three accounts. v. For wor- 


{ping God before an Zmage. 2, Uſing towards God the meazazior 


and 
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and znterceſſion of the B. Yirgin, Angels, and Saints. And 3. For 
adoring our B. Lord Zeſus Chriſt 1n.the Holy Sacrament. We here 
ſpeak of the /af7. 

i. Adoration conliſts partly 1n znternal, partly external, ations. 
The exte;na/are for the moſt part the ſame 1n all Religions, Chri- 
ſtian or Heathen ; and are the effe&ts and demonſtrations of the 
znternal: the icntiments and affeCtions of the Sou/ either natural! 


or out of cuſiom thus expreiling themſelves. Onely 7rue Reli-. 


gion hath reſerved Sacrifice as appropriated only to the mt Figh 


God, and to no creature whatſoever. But the ZZeathen do not ob* 


ſerve this. We ſhall not ſpeak of 1t here. 
2. All aions of Adoration mult be either to God, or a creature, 


and the znternal ations or mtention are thoſe which determin the- 


external to the one or the other. Nor doth, nor can, any one 


know by the external ations, whether God or the creature be wor- : 


ſhiped but by ſome external and declared interpretation of the 7- 

Zention. Therefoxe no man ought tozadge of another man's ado- 

ration without ſuch zterpretation; and he that doth ſo, /amerh. 
3- Whoever gives the worſhip due to God unto a creature ;' or, 


whoever in his devorions gives or attributes that to a creatare- 


which belongs to Gd onely, is guilty of 7dolazry, as taken in a 
large fenfe. 'The worſhip due to God. confifts in acts of faith , 
believing whatever he hath, or doth reveal, and by that regulat- 


ing the underſtanding, | of hope, | trulting in Fm alone both for 


the things of this and the other world, by this regulating the 

wilt, | and of charity, | loving God above all things, andall other 

things for Hs ſake, by this —_— the affeft1ons.] 
4.Almighty God may be wor | 

but it 1s required to worfhip him when we come 1nto his preſence, 


and where are performed aCtions. more /o/emn, and. appropriated . 


unto him. 


' 5. The perſon of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt is to be worſhiped with. 


the worſhip due to God alone, becauſe he. 1s Gad.blefjed.. for ever : 
and the rather, becauſe he 1s a perſon only as the hamane.nature 


3s aſſumed into the per/on of 5he. Son of. Gad.: Neither is he. to be - 
worſhiped as here or there, but there 1s an ob/zza71on: to- worſhip. 


him in the Z#ucharz/t ; becauſe he. hath: both by 4:mfe/f and his 


. Churchdeclared him to be there preſeut. And tho he were mor. 
there preſent, yet 1s the Adoration, being by the 7n7ex7ion directed. 
to Him alone, and not to any creature | Wa or abſent, an ad of: 


they who call this /de/a-.- 
wry. 


dcvation, and acceptable to him. An 


iped 1n all p/aces, andat all /zmes - 
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Z7ry, commit 2 very great /z; depriving our Lord of his hononr, 
condemning his whole Church of /dolazry, and conſequently ae- 
knowledging that he had no Church upon earth.; making them- 
{clves junes of their brethren; and 1imputing to them a /iu which 
they utterly abhor, yet which cannot be known but by their 
own confeſſion, 

But, ſay they, The Church in the Council of Trent hath declared, 
that we ought to worſhip the holy Sacrament. (Sacramentum.) 
To which { tho ſo often anſwered) we ſay, that this word S4- 
Oramentum hath three ſignifications : I. Tt 1s taken for the thing 
fegnified only, res Sacrament:, the body and blood, or perſon of our 
Lord; and this 1s to be worſhiped with Divine worſhip. 2. For 
the /tens, ſpecies, or viſible accidents, to which no other worſhip 1s 
due beſides that reverence which belongs. to the inſtruments of 
holy worſhip. 3. For both the /zzu and thing ſignified together ; 
and thus underſtood the Sacrament 1s. not properly ſaid to be 
worſhiped, tho improperly it may ; becauſe part of it, the res Sa- 
crament:, is to be worſhiped : and that which belongs to the prom- 
_—_ 1s ordinartly attributed to the whole; as a man under - 
ſtands, thinks, argues, &c, tho theſe be only the a&Zons of the Soul. 
The like di$7znetion f{erves allo for the word Faſt ( Hofite) , 
which theſe 2wrzers ſeem-to lay as a /tumblingblock before the 7- 
orant. ' For it 1s ſometimes uſed for the outward /zzns, ſpecies, or 
whatever 1s vi/zble before conſecration, and is not to be worſhiped ; 
ſometimes for the Lord himſelf, as in. Eph. 5.2. who alone in pro- 
pa {peaking 1s to be worſbiped. But having occaſion, by God's 

lefling, in convenient time to {ſpeak more copioully upon: this 
ſubje&, we ſhall here add no more. | 


Thus have we briefly ſet down what we conceive neceſſary 
to explicate the Dotrine of the Cazholick Church in this great my- 
ſtery : ſufficiently alſo, we hope, to 2/traf? them who intend their 
/aFoation, who are not defirous a /ye ſhould be'the truth, nor pre- 
ter their own uncertain covjedures again{t God's Church. Whom 
alfo we ſeriouſly admontſh to beware of thoſe zeachers, who debaſe 
and lower the great grace and mercy of God communicated to 
us by our Lord, ( who is made unto us wiſdom as well as zuſtice and 
Janerification, ) by debaſing it to their own fancies, which they: 
call reaſon: as did all the ancient Heretichs and Mabomet him- 
ſelt, that great fafſe Prophet. To take away all my/tery out of 
Chriftian Religion, 1s to vilify it, and' to aboliſh the yirtue a gener 
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and adyancement of the ander/ianding, and thereby alſo of piety 
and devotion. For it is no wonder, that thoſe ſublime and holy 
paſſions or operations, experienced by devout perſons, are by ſuch 
people r1d1culed, to ſay no worſe. For if the Feroical ads of 
Faith are denied and deſpiſed, 1t muſt needs follow, that thoſe 
great favours beiltowed by God upon his be ſervants mult neither 
be enjoyed, nor credited. 

But omitting theſe, 9za7fers, let us proceed to examin ſome 
Tach few particulars 1n the Replzer's Diſcourſe, as ſeem to con- 
tain ſomething cor/tderable. For 1t would be too much abuſing 


the Reader's 7777e and patience to diſcover or reprehend all the- 


errors of that Pamphlct, wherein I know not at there be any 
one period that 1s not obnox70as. 


To omit the jr/# Chap. containing nothing of confequence , 
we will take notice of the ſecond, which ſeems to be to pur- 
poſe. Our Author's chief de/izn was to ſhew the Alterations of 
the Church of m_—_ after her departure from the Church Catho- 
lick, both in Doetrine and Pradtice, taking this owe Article as tn 
inſtance in both. In this chapter the Repher takes notice cf theſe 
alterations ; and tho he would gladly deny them, yet is it a thing 
ſo manifeſt, that he rather thinks fitting ro 47minifſh them, and 
notwithſtanding the a/eraz7ons,to athrm that the Church of Zne- 
dand never changed. 

Little alterations he calls them, and yet ſaith they are 7he terms 
of her communion. Nothing certainly 1s //ztle 1n the Church'es. 
forms, eſpecially in our molt venerable and ſolemm worſhip, and 
the very chzefeft and molt 2mportant ſervice of God, even the only 
holy ſacrifice of our Religion, and admitting us Zo, and feeding us. 
at, his own Table: not /itthe that Article, upon which they chick. 
ly juſtify their departure from the Church, and by which they 
continually keep their ſubjects 1n d:ſobeazence unto, and alienation: 
from, Her : not /z77le, which contains the *erms of the Church'es 
communion ; 1o that he who af/ents nat to theſe, however d:ffer- 
7nz (in their ſeveral ſeaſons, ) z.e. he that did wo? beheve the Real 
preſence at the fir? ſetting forth the Common Prayer-book, and he 
that did beheve it at the ſecond, was holden as excommunicate. Not 
little, to the diſobedience whereof ſuch ſevere Penalties were 1m- 
poſed both by As of Parliament, and Canms of 1603. Again, if 
io /ittle, why would they tor 7hem change 7hoſe of the Ancient 
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Church, except it were for an extreme 7ztch of ſeparating from 
God's Church? the formality and eflence of Schiſm. | ; 

Ib. This deſign is impertinent. No, it was the very primary 
mtention of the Author, as 1s plain enough. But admit the 
Church of England hath wavered in her Dot#rines, (as our Author 
proves rrefragably,) 1t follows, that ſhe diſclaims the authorita- 
tive conduQt of her ſubjects, by whoſe d&r:nes ( except they ſub- 
mit to ſo many changes ) they can never be ſecure : and-they who 
do change, cannot keep the any of the faith which themielves a/- 
7er : but are more like, to children, unnconſtant, uncertain, hurried 
about with every new blaſt of dottrine, as a aver” ga perſon of a 
different perſwaſion or intereſt plealethi to command. This 1s not 
the end, tor which our Good Lord ordained the Clergy his Succeſ- 
ſors. In the beginning of King Edward YT. Reign, at the framing 
of a new Common prayer-book, was aflerted the Real preſence of the 
boay and blood of our Lord im the Euchariſt, (as hath already, and 
( by God's affiſtance )Thall be more ſhew'd by and by.) In his latter 
end, this dodtrimme was changed to Zummeglianiſm. In Q. Elizabeths 
time both were joyned 1n the form of the Z:7urgy, but the decla- 
ration againſt Real preſence was omitted ; which, in the Rubric in 
IGGT , was lickd up again. Likewiſe alſo the Catechiſm was 
changed. In King Edward's time the Zachari/t was expreſſed in 
Zuinglius's notions; which in Q. Z/zzabrh's time were omitted, 
and in King James's time thoſe for a Real preſence inſerted. The 
Articles alſo were new mode/{d : the firſt that T can find were, 
towards the later end of King Edward, againſt the Real preſence. 
Q. Elizabeth altered them again, leaving out thoſe things ſeem- 
10g to her ſcandalous, and againſt the Real preſence. And indeed 
the Articles were not tramed to declare the 7rue doftrine of Reli- 
gion, according to the word of God interpreted by the Catholick 
Church, but for avoiding drver/ities of opinions | amonglt them- 
ſelves | eſtabliſhing ſome ſort of conſen?, and healing the increaſ- 
ing ulcers amongſt the 7eachers of the newly chanzed Religion. 
Again, why doth ſhe puniſh D//enters? ſince her ſe/f diflents fre- 
quently from her /e/f, and coniequently hath zaught that which 
1s falſe. So who can have confidence, that in be/eving her faith, 
or obedience to her commands, he endangereth not his ſalvation. 

Even at this day the Peper and his party teach contrary to the 

former learned men of their own Church, and by their own pra- 

Fice confirm this accuſation againſt their Church. 

Adore 
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Adore the Elements. | Father the Replter knows that all Cz- 
#holicks declare, (which none but God and themſelves can diſprove ) 
that they deteſt the adoration of any creature, and of the Z- 
' ments inthe Zuchart, and then he voluntarily ca/ammates them : 
_ or he doth x07 know it; and then why will he undertake to con- 
fute them, whoſe Dottrine he doth not waerſtand? The tame 
abſurd error of hca/ preſence of our Lord he every where goes a- 
bout to confute, which the Carholrcks diidain as well as the Zu- 
znglians. | 


Flow impertinent to urge out of the Rubricks &c.} What new 
kind of anſwerme 1s this, ſo frequent in the Repher | It 1s very 
unreaſonable, yet proper to, and frequent with this Rep/zer, that 
he ſhould teach his Adver/ſary what to lay. It is an eaſy matter to 
anſwer what himſelf luggeſts, but not to uſual to propoſe what he 
would confute. But to ſay ſomewhat to this alſo; the Fomrles are 
not quoted, becauſe they are of no authority, having bin ſet on foot 
( even as ſome of their own Z7ſhops, diſputing againit the Z71r77ais, 
have owned ) only pro Zempore, and to ſerve a turn. And what 
lay the Arzicles of them, but that they contain wholſv12 and pi- 
ous doeFrine neceſſary for thoſe times? But do not they allo contain 
lome not prous, wholſom, or orthodox? The authorized Catechiſm 
1s clear enough for the Catholick Dottrine, as is proved, Appenars 7. 
but he means MVowe/'s Puritanical Catechiſm ; as alſo, /#radford, 
and ZZooper ; of whom we know nothing but what Fex (a man 
of no authority) reports from themſelves. He alſo is angry that 
Cranmer 1s not conſulted, a man whoſe charader 1s truly let out 
in App. 7. as may be ſhewed in- due time. For the preſent let 1t 
ſuffice, that we think him of no auzhority ; as neither is Prurner. 
But 1s not the Rep/zer in difficulties, when he can find no Patrons 
but ſuch as Zheſe ? | 

The Church of England hath always held a Real preſence, ſo far 
as a real participation implies one. | But if there be no rea/ part1ci- 
patioiCot his Boay at all, as this Repher afterwards every where 
confeſleth, but onely of the Yenefirs of hzs Sufferings, then by his 
own confeſſion there 1s no Rea/ preſence. But this being the main 
point of the difference upon which this Rephier 1nlilts; let us 
ſearch a little deeper. I fay then, 1. That in the beginning of 
the prerended Reformation under Fdw. YT. the Doctrine of the 
Church of England was, That our Lord's Body and Blood were re- 
ally ( by really, 1 mean, eſſentially, ſubſtantially ) preſent im the 
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Enchariff. 'This is plain by the words of Conſecration, and deli- 
very of the Sacrament, where the very form of the Catholick 
Church was kept, only with the addition of ſuch words as more 
cftectually conch it. The Cazholick form 1s, Corpus Domint 
Neſtri Feſu Chriſti cuſtodiat animam tuam in vitam eternam. The 
{neliſh was, The body of our Lord Feſus Chriſt ( which was given 
for thee ) preſerve thy body and ſoul into everlaſting hfe. When the 
Cormmon prayer-book. was lent into Scotland , this Form was re-1n- 
troduced, and the other addition refuſed ; which kindled a mighty 
flame 1n Sco/and, they apprehending it to be Popery, as appears by 
Haily's Ladenſium autocatacriſis. Now it cannot be imagined 
that the L7mmgy-makers ſhould tranſlate the words of the Maſs, 
and yet intend to give them a quite azfferent /ignification, without 
g1ving ny notice of 1t to the people: That the people, who had 
t up to under{tand the rea/ body of our Lord by corpus 
Domini--cuStodiat animam tuam--- the next day ſhould, hearing 
the ſame words in Z#ng/iſh, underitand only the real benefits of 
Chriſt's paſſion, and not underſtand at all how theſe benefits could 
be eazen or g7ven by the Prieſt, or how they were given for (rather 
than zo) the people, as neither how they ſhould preſerve the Re- 
cciver's boay. Truly our Author and the Catholicks have too great a 
kindneſs for the Church of England, than to impoſe upon her ſuch 
an abommnable prevarication , ſutticient to drive away all men from 
her communion. Burt if the words were ſo to be underſtood, and 
no alteration intended, why ſhould they 1n the next edition, with- 
in ſo few years, alter them after another 22arner, and quite dffe- 
rent mtention? But of this by and by. 2/y, I tay, that before 
the death of King Zdw. Y7. they altered their doctrine from a 
Real preſence of our Lord's body, to real effetrs or benefits of his 
Pſion, or ſomewhat like it, it yet they acknowledged any bene- 
firs atall : for in the F#/ 1t was, preſerve thy body and ſoul &c, 
which was a rea/ benefit ; but in the ſecond, 1s none, but, Do this 
in remembrance of Chriſt's ſufferings, and feed on him &c, but what 
venefir or benedifion 18 received, 1s not expreſſed ; for they al- 
tcred all things in the Li/urgy which might any way countenance 
the benefits of real preſence. They kept indeed the words of Conſe- 
eration, but gave over the handling the Chahkce, Patm, &c, ſo thar 


_ they ieit the <eords, without application to any matter, that everv 


man nught underſtand them as he pleaſed. Which was alſo the 
reaſon why they omitted the words of dehrvery , ſubſlituting , 
Take and cat this in remembrance that Chriſt died for thee, and feed 
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eu him in thy heart by faith with thaukggrumg. This, what ? ind:- 
viduum vagum, or perhaps zorþug, 1t nothing conſecrated, as it 


ſeems; or. | pen ſomething, but they know not bat, as not be-. 


ing reſolved of that pozrr, but only that it was not the real bod; 
of our Saviour. This appears allo by the Rxabrick, by the Arr. 
cles, and Declaration, all which are ſet down plainly by our 4«- 
zhor, ch. 1. The 3d Alteration was made by Q. E/zaberh, at her 
coming to the Crown. For ſhe being, as 1s noted, zealous for 
the Doctrine of the Rea/ preſence, and divers of the Clergy then 
Genevized againlt it, they made another change, leaving out ma- 
ny things as the /ecoud had done out of the fir/?, and ſome things 
eſtabliſhed 1n the ſecond, particularly the Rabric, and the Decla- 
ration in the Article ; but in the words of de/rvery joyning both 
forms together. So that it was dreſſed for all pa/ates, whether 
according to the /zp/icity and ſincerity of the Goſpel, T judge 
not. But thoſe of the Church of Zng/ard, who were lets 77- 
feared with Geneua, conſidering theſe things, broached a new opi- 
nion ; That he Boay of our Lord was indeed really m the Fncks 
r:/t, but not with the Symbols, but to the Recetver only : and hereby 
indeed they ſ{alved the words of the form, but whether effectively, 
and according to truth, I refer you to the fir/# of theſe Appen- 
dixes. In King James's time there ſcems not to be any conlide- 
rable alteration, ſave that there was added ini the Catechiſm a 
few gue/tions concerning the Zucharit, entirely conformable to 
this Doetrine of the Church of England: which diſtinguiſhing the 
benefits from the thing recerved, they ſay that the Yody of our 
Lord 1s there truly and indeed, and rand it, vere (> revera. 
How rea/ter and revera differ, I know not; gs neither why the 
Repher ſhould applaud the Church of England for not uling the 
word really, which rather ſeems a confeſſion of her guilt of Sch1/17- 
1nasmuch as 1n thoſe do&frines, wherein ſhe agrees with the Ca- 
tholick, Church, ſhe chooſeth to abſtain from her 7erms. The 
4th Alteration was in King Charles 7 time, in the Book of Coz- 
mu Prayer ſent down into Sco7/and, wherein molt things were 
reduced to the jir/? edition of King Edward YT. but was molt bar- 
baroully defamed by the Presbyzerians there for Popery. But Arch- 
Biſhop L2wd did not intend any Popery; but vainly imagined to 
ſettle a Church, neer to, but not conformable with the Cazho/ick. 
Religion, which was 1mpoflible ; it being not a P/art planted by 
our Lord, but of his own policy, and therefore was to be rootea up; 
or a brauch torn trom the /me of = Catholick Church, and _ 
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fore dead and wnfruitful. The laſt Alteration was at the Return 
of King Charles 77. whereth was a — courſe endeavoured; 
a complying with the Presbyterians; a buſineſs ſomewhat plau- 
ſible, bh not according to Religion. Then was brought in the 
Rubrick againlt the Real preſence. And tho'( as I have heard) the 
Clergy at that time made great oppe/etzon, yet when by an Higher 
Power 1t was eftabliſhed, they all ſubmitted to, and embraced, it. 


The Church hath always held a Real preſence, ſo far as @ real 
Participation implies one. | It 1s molt certain, that it the Yoay of 


' our Lord be really received it 1s allo really preſent. But the Re- 


plier owns not a real participation of the Hody of our Savioar, but 


a figurative one, of the benefits of his Paſſion; and thoſe not rea/ly, 


but by fazth only, which 1s only of things revealed, and things. 
not exjoyed : belides, the reception 1s ora/ only, and not of the 
henefits or effefts, but of the breadand wine, after which follows 


a feeding by faith, which 1s nay ſpoken neither of the {pm- 
1 


bols nor the benefits. That the Church of Zng/and never acknow- 
ledged any other preſence 1s fallc, as hath bin ſhewed both in the 
precedent Diſcourſe and Appendinx ; and if theſe 7e/timmonzes be not 
{ufhcient, he ſhall have as many more as he plcaſeth. Bur fee his 
Inſtances p. 14. how a real reception may be of a thing really ab-s 
fent ; He that receives a Diſcipk, ==-ptaae Chriſt. But this 1s not 
a really true , buta figurative, expreliion ; ſignitying, that he who 
receives a Diſciple, thall be eſteemed and rewarded as 1t he recezved 
Chris? himſelf. The Diſciples received the Holy Ghoſt really, 
1f (as lome Dodors think ) the Holy Ghoſt deſcended upon them ; 
it oniv the graces of the Spirrt, (as is more ordinarily 1a1d,) it was 
only a figurative fpeech, and no rea/ reception. A man recetves 
an zheritauce when he receives the writings, [very and /efar, 
cc. but here 3s nothing 1ea//y received but the writzmmgs, or fome 
other thing, whereby the zheritance 1s conceived to be given 
not properly, but by common cnſtom, and vulear manner of ſpeaking, 
grounded upon poſttrue laws, or mutual compat?. A Prince: re- 
celveth a Kingdom really, if he be preſent in and toit; but if 
any o7her Wway,he receives 1t not really. It 1s no news that the word 
(recerve) 15 lometimes uſed figuratively, and in divers manners, 
but the word (really ) is not fiearative, nor being applied to re- 
ce7Te ſuffers 1t to be taken figaratizely. And 1o the Charch hath 
always: underſtood it, 7.e. both thar recezvimg and the received 
were 7rae, and real, and not fieuratzve only : and it 2s hard to 
CON». 
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conceive that our Lord in the laſt and moſt ſolemn myſtery of his: 


whole life ſhould make ule of ſo di/ute and zproper an expreſſion. 


Pag. 5. 1t is eaſie to aſſign good reaſons for the Alterations |. 
Be it eaſic ;, neither himſelt, nor any elfe (that I have ſeen ), 
have given ſuch good reaſons. He refers. us to Dr. Parner, 
Foxes and Firebrands, fc. dirty Pools which himſelf alſo had 


fiſhed already, and found nothing. "T's ſaid firſt, That it was. 
not thought fit to caſt oft Super/tz770n all at once. Super/titions: 
then that ancient Form. was, which notwithſtanding had remained. 
fo many hundred years already, and the whale Church for all 
that time was guilty of Superſtition : But the vew Form ( eſtabliſh'd. 
by a few partial, or alſo ignorant perſons) was void of Super-. 
flition. But if they chang'd the former becauſe of Szper/#:7101,, 


what made them ſo often change the other? AHere/ie 2 But how 


came 1t to paſs, that they tolerated Super/ti770n ſo long? Mult ;// 


be done, that gocd may come of 1t? But why would Q. Z/z. 
introduce Sper/tit7on again when once ejected ? 


Again, 'tis ſaid, That the A/terations were /awful, becauſe not. 


againſt Scripture, and in that the Subjects ought to acquieſce, 
not regarding the prudence of the Changes ; tor which the zrae- 
reaſons are only gueſſed, but political ones may be ſeen in Pur 
et, gyc. It ſeems. the Reformers guided themielves, not by Re-: 
{ig70n, but Policy ;, an evil ingredient in Church-matters. Bur 
netther indeed were they either po/rtical, expedient , or awful. 
For certainly 1t was not good po/zcy, I. To introduce ſuch a 4/- 
vi/ton 1nto the Nation, which art the beginning raiſed Commoti-. 
ons and Civil Wars 1n ſeveral parts of the Kingdom. 2. To in- 
troduce Antimonarchical Principles, and ſuch Opinions as mani - 
feſtly oppoſe the Kingly Government : By unhinging their Con- 
iezences, and dim:niſhing the Power of the Clergy, [which-as long 
as 1t was incorporated into the reſt of the great Body of the: 
Church, did, ana would always have been able to. marntain the: 
Power of the King:| and ſetting up the Power of the 2e/c, ma-. 
king them [udges of matters of Religion, thereby exempting thenx 
from the Governmeat of the Clergy, by whom. they wzht be; 
and awere kept 1n Obedience to God oh their Soveraron. Non 
were the Alterations lawful, becaule. not made by the /awfrel Ee 
cle/raſtical Magiitrates, or agrecable to the relt of God's Church 
but an erecting an Altar againſt an Altar ; a Sacramentary Zning - 
lian Table againit the Altar of God in his Holy Church. ; and. 
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conſequently made a breach upon the Unity of the Church, and 
expoſed thoſe who conſent to them to the great wrath of Al- 
mighty God, and hazard of their own Salvation. | 

Another Argument of the Change of the Do#rine, was the 
Omitlion of divers Ceremonies, very ſignificant of, it not necel- 
{ary unto, the perfef7o of this Sacrament. As firlt, The onul- 
ſion of taking the Pread, or Patten, into the Hand of the Con- 
ſecrator ; being in it ſelf an application of the words of Conſecra- 
tion to the matter propoſed. To this the Repher ſaith, That 
the Nature of the Attion implies the Ceremony of the Flandling 
the Patten and Chahce : Therefore more the ſhame of them who 
made 1t 929t neceſ/ary, but left it znaifferent. Then, 1. The omit- 
ting of them denies a Conſecration. I ſay, If that Ceremony was 
omitted, or not enjoin'd, 'tis very probable, that neither was 
Conſecration intended, or believ'd ; which ſecondly, to be the 7n- 
tention of the Framers of the ſecond Liturgy is very likely, be- 
cauſe they omitted the words, 7 he Boay of our Lord Feſus Chriſt ; 
as alſo becauſe they chang'd the Form into, Take and eat this, 
 mndividuum vagum, ſomething or nothing, Conſecrated or not- 
Conlecrated. Tho indeed our Repher's Opinion ſeems to dis- 
like the word 7hzs, and thinks 1t ſhould rather be Zheſe Benefits, 
which neither can be carer, nor conſecrared, nor require any ſym- 
bols. But he ſaith theſe Ceremonies were praCtis d by Were: 
but he inſtanceth only in Biſhop Fewe/. Mr. Raftal's teſtimony he 
groundleſly denies. For we know, chat in the late times, till 
1t was re-commanded by the Rabrzc, few prattis'd it, or indeed 
_ regarded it as a thing of Conſequence. Which doubtleſs was the 
rcaſon of that Command in the Margin; it was recall'd into 
uſe, becaule diſuſed; and the Repher's Reaſon inſufficient. 


P.6. Gloria in Excelſis Deo, and Benediftus gui venit | are two 
Hymns ; the firſt plac'd in this part of the <Maff (as 1s commonly 
\aid) by St. Teleſphorus, the Ninth Biſhop of Rome from St. Pe- 
ter, and was the Conzratulation of the Angels for the Lord's coming 
into the World ; as the Benedif#aus was for his Triumphant En- 
try into 7eruſalem ; both moſt properly applied to the beginning 
of this Office, as rejoicing for his coming to be preſent upon the 
Altar. Such aniverſal, ancient, ſolemn parts of God's Service were 
not omatted by chance, nor would they have been ſo, had they 

not contain'd an Argument again{t the new-deviſed Abſence of the 
Lord from his people. 

The 
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The Sant7us, Sanftus, Sanftus | was not anciently call'd the 
Triſagium, but Hymnus Angelicus & Vittorialis. The Triſagium, 
was Sanus Deus, Santtus fortis, Sant7us immortalis ; notlo much 
uſed in the Yeſtern as in the Eaſtern Church, which was ſung 
when the Pries? approached the Quzre, v. Menardum. 'To which 
ſome add after fortzs, ſome after 7m9mortalrs, Qu Crucifirus es pro 
obis. And they ( as molt of the 4/iaricks) who apply'd the Hymn 
to our Saviour, meant no harm; but. they who attribnted it to 
the Trinity -( as the Conſtantinopolitans and the Feſt generally ) 
condemned it. But this only 0bzzer, as allo that concerning the 
Recerver's anſwering Amen; which as our Author proves by ir- 
refragable teſtimonies ( were 1t worth the pains to vindicate 
them ) not to have been an anſwer to a Prayer, but an acknow- 
ledgment of our Zord's Preſence there. We will add notwith- 
ſtanding what we find in St. Ambroſe's Works, /. 4. c. 5. de Sacra- 
mentis, Non otwſe, cum _— aicts, Amen. Fam mm Spiritu confi- 
teris guod accipias corpus C brifti. Dicit Sacerdos, corpus Chrift, 
& tu dicis Amen, 1. e. verum eſt. Quod confitetur lingua texeat af- 


fetus. 


The omiſſion of theſe wwords | theſe Foly Myſteries | might be 
purely accidental | And might not be fo. For they have a fig- 
nification contrary to the Opinion of the Reformers, and all other 
deniers of the real preſence of our Lord; nor can they find any my- 
{tery in zakng, cating, a Morſel of Bread, and a Sup of Wine, and re- 
membring our Lord's death and ſufferings ; and then by faith feed. 
7ng upon him not receiyd : This perhaps 1s a mpery, for I do not 
underſtand it. 


P. 7. No fault with the ſecond Form | Faulty enough certain- 
ly, becauſe contrary to the former Book ( which to prove was 
the Author's chief intention ), and conſequently from that of 
the Church of Chrift. 2. Becauſe either non-ſenſe, or to moſt un- 
intelligible, either what is meant by z/zs, or by feeding on our 
Saviour's benefits by Faith. 


P.8. Theſe words---that theſe thy Gifts and Creatures of Bread 
and Wine may be to us the Body and Blood of thy dear Sim, in the 
Reformation of the Zitmgy were left out, becauſe maniteſtly 
owning a real change ;, and were not reſtor'd in Qu. #/:12abeth's 


Liturgy. For She ( probably ) could not cxamane all the Altera- 
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tions by her own ſelf; and her Biſhops, being inclin'd to Zamg- 
lianiſm, did not willingly reſtore any thing againſt their own 
Opinion. Afterward Archbiſhop. Zand reſtor'd it in the Scor- 
Ziſh Liturgy. For which he was ſeyerely cenſur'd by Bazly's Lanu- 
aenſium Autocatacriſts. This being, as he faith, a notable Argu- 
ment for Tranſub/tantiation; at lealt for the real preſence to the 
Recerver 1t was. Tho 1t 1s molt certain, the Archbiſhop did not 
incline to defend 7ranſnb/tantiation, but only the real preſence to 
the Recerver, according to the Doctrine of the Church of Znglana, 
miſ-under{tood by that Parzan. 


v 


Pag. 10. Diſhone/lly or 1gnorantly _—_— Falſe. They are 
natural Deductions, or rather Propoſitions almoſt verbatim taken 
-out of the Declaration; whereas thoſe the Replier (after his 
new. way of anſwering ) would rather haye them modell'd into, 


are Nonſenſe. 


Pag. 11. Cafum and Bezaare mentioned, becauſe by them were 
the Exzhiſh Retormers much directed; tho our Author doth not 
ty himſelf up to ſpeak only of the Church of Eng/and-men. The 
Author makes ule of Conceliators, as being leſs biafſed, and there- 
fore better diſpoſed, to underitand the truth, and obliged by their 
deſign to a more accurate exanunation of the Do&rmes of both 
mares, and a more {tric declaration of them ; as being aftuc'd to 

e oppoſed by both parties. Mr. T horndike,he faithhad in this mat- 
ter opinions of his own, agreeable neither to the Catholick, uer Church 
of England. The like he faith of our futhor p. 1. I am afraid 
the fault 1s not 1n the odjed?, but the organ; his endeavour to 
blaſt fo learned a perſon, ſhews him to have bin rightly guored by 
our Author. But why ſhould I ſpend more pains to vindicate the 
opinions of the DoCtors of the Exg/ſh Church, which 1s ſuftici- 
cently performed in the diſcourſe, in the. Hiſtory of the Emg/ifh 
Reformation from $.148, and by the D:ſcourſe here newly printed, 
and the fir Appendix to 1t, X 


Paz. 12. The gurtazions out of Dr. Tayhr are moſt true ; but if 
that Door was not conſtant to himſelf or his own opinion ; or if 
by forgetfalnefs he ſpeaks one thing 1n one place, and otherwiſe 
in another; or if he did not throvghly underſtand the difference, 
and therefore vented many wundizeſted and incoherent notions, ( 'w 
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he ſeems to moſt men to have done; ) what is that to us? May 
not we make uſe of the good wheat, becauſe fares are mingled 
with it? Yet I do not remember that he any where ſuſtains , 
(as our Repler doth, ) that the Proteſtants may uſe the ſame terms 
as the Catholicks, and yet 14 a quite different ſeuſe. But are we 
come in this great queſtion, to may uſe the terms of the Church 1n 
a quite different notion than Antiguity and the Church hath and 


doth {till uſe them ? bur let them uſe them as they pleaſe, only 


they ſhould give notice of their meaning, and tell the world that 
their words are like Facob's, but their zntention hike Efar; and 1o 


pan confeſs their hereſy, and not ſeek to cover 1t with ſuch 


forry hig-leavyes. 


Pag..13. 'Of thoſe ( to ſay no worle ) irreverent expreſſions of 


OUr — the dead body and dead blood of our Lord, let the 


Replier and his Capernaits enjoy the honour : we content our 
{elves to believe and know, that our Lord ( in this Sacrament ) 1s 
become to us a guicknimg Spirit. How our Lord's boay now glorl- 
fied 1s recezved by us, as repreſenting his death and ſufferings, 18 
ſufficiently declared in the precedent Diſcourſe. Let it futhce 
here, that we receive it by the hands of his Przefts, united to him 
in this office, as Himſclfoffereth it to the Father, the only true 
and acceptable ſacrifice, in the heavenly Temple ; and whereof, 
we invited to God's own Table, are partakers, as of the Sacrifice 
of peace and reconciliation. The ſame body, which was 1mmolated 
whilſt upon earth, remains (tho now g/or7fied) till the end of the 
world; when they that pzerced, or deny, or disbelieve his words, 
ſhall with ſhame and everlaſting remorle /oo4 upon him. 


Pag. 14. There 1s as great a difference , ( eſpecially con- 
cerning the rea/ preſence of our Lord).as the Catholicks charge 
them wath all. Thoſe, truly called, Proze/tants allert Conſub/tan- 
Ziation. The Zuinglans or Sacramentaries ( to whom our Rep/zer 
Jjoyns himſelf) no rea/ preſence of our Lord's Body at all, but of 
the benefifs only of his Paſſion. The Church of Znz/and and her 
Doetors ſay, that the body and blood of our Lord are really, and 
not only by the bencfits and effef#s, received by us. Theſe things 
are plainly faid in the former Diſcourſe. What 1s the meaning 
-of our «ion and communion with Chrilt's glorified body, and how 


, this 15, or can be performed or imagined according to our Rep/zers 


and the Zuznglian Scheme, I confeſs £ cannot underſtand ; how 
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according to the Carholick doftrine, is explained before. Tho T 
know alſo the Zning/rans do pretend to {ſuch benefits, and ail 2- 
thers, tho they do not expreſly own a rea/ preſence. 


Pag. 16. $9 much for the uſe of the word Really.] He hath 
blundred a long time upon the notion of Rea/ly ; how it 1iguitics, 
how uſed, how it may be uſed by the /earned &c. as if the word 
uſed ſo many years by the Church, ſhould ſtand or fall. to his may- 
bees, and ſorry conjectures : at length he ſaith, a 74:ng may be re- 


. ally preſent two ways ; Phyſically, and Morally. Where ranks he 
a Drume preſence, a Spirtual preſence, belides many other {ſorts 


of preſence? A phyſical preſence 1s a focal preſence. | Not, ut 
we ſpeak of a /piritual body ; not, it we {peak of a mrracwmbons pre- 
ſence, efte&ed by the power of Almighty God. A Moral "att gue 

. 2s called Sacramental. | This is a confelſion of his own zove/, and 
therefore of a ſuſpicious interpretation. "The Church uſed ſa- 
cramental tor real, as oppoſed to receiving by fa?th, as 1s ſaid be- 
fore. But what 1s it to be morally preſent, if not that a moral cn- 
Zity, (as grace, holineſs, &c,) are preſent ? The benefits of our Lord's 
Paſſion are preſent to, and enjoyed by, us ; but what 1s this to the 
real true preſence of his Bod 2 But neither: are theſe bexefits 
given us in the Sacrament, but only are apprehended of us by 
faith. Tn ſfumme, this Repher ſeems to flutter, as 1f he were faft 
limed; partly, by the conſtant doQtrine of the Church, and a de- 
fire to ſeem no Zrng/ian. Wherefore he heapeth up ſuch a par- 
cel of inſignificant words, and diſtinctions, that 1t 1s. loſt time to 
examin them. There 7s a real preſence of a body which 1s always 
focal. \ This is falle, as is ſhewed before. There 7s alſo a ſpiritnal 
andurtnal preſence. | DiltinQ from real and moral? Sprritnal we 
acknowledge as before, but this 1s real, and not virtua/only ; and 
what 15 v7774al, if not the effefs of our Lord's Paſſion? What 
arc all taceie to the rea/ preſence of our Lord's boay, the only que- 
7,10 * | 


Po .15. Ar laſt he firs down with this concluſion ; that if 
 :g/tly umacrſtood it 7s not material what Adverbs we uſe ; we may: 


fay it rs really, e//cntiallyycor porally preſent. | T had thought 1t had . 


vin the cuſtom, and neceſſary to expreſs the Charch'es dodFrime 
in her own words, and not to have uled the &own words of the 
Church in an arb!/rary /ienification. This 1s facere qutdhbet ex 
quolibet ; or a malt, horrible equiyocation, mental reſeryation, or 
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material clocution ; with which at another time he will raiſe 


much duſt; not remembring his own doctrine, that we may pur 


what /z2u:jication we pleale upon zſwal words; a ſatvo, which at 
once takes away all veracity, and the uſe of language. I am 
weary of this confa/ton as well as himſelf, and therefore he ſums 
up all thus. . 7 he Papiſts always acknowledge a local preſence. | 
The contrary whereof 1s true. For the Paprfts never acknowledge a 
focal preſence of the body of our Lord in the Euchariſt, 4nd we 
Proteſtants (whatever term we uſe) mean only a ſpiritual and vir- 
tual preſence, and explain the term (whatever it be we make uſe of) 
to that effef?.\ Is not this making the real preſence of our Lord 
only figurative, and Zauinglianiſime? Anſw. Vo. 


Pag, 18. For we do not hold that we barely receive the effetts and 
benefits of Chriſt's boay ;, but we hold it really preſent, in as much a 
it 1s really received, and we pat in aftual poſſeſſion of it. | Well 
then, the Body of our Lord 1s really preſent and received. Anſw. 
No. HY hatever we ſay, we mean only a virtual preſence.) Which 


1s indeed only a figurative preſence, and 1s owned by the Zumgli- 


ansand Figuratroifts; and which the Repher, ſeeking to avoid, 
really condemns ; as the Church hath done in thoſe two or three, 
who 1n the courſe of ſo many centuries, ſet abroach ſuch or 
the like opinion. Let the PRepler allo take notice, that Zzum- 
glius doth not deny earmg by faith, or in a myſterious and mejfa- 
ble manner, by, which muſt of words the Repher mn vain thinks 
to paſs for orthodox. 


Pag. 20. S7umble.) No, it 1s the Replter's cavil. The Rubric 
ſaith not, as he pretends, a true natural body cannot be &c but, 
7t 7s agarnſt the truth of a natural body to be &c, which 1s not 
very good ſenſe, (we not knowing what a falſe nataral body 1s, 
except the meaning of it be, that this Propoſition, 4 natural bo- 
dy can he 1n ſeveral places, 7s not true , which 1s the very ſame 
which our Au7For ſaith. 


Tneffable myſtery. | The Repler dare not deny that the D-- 
wines of the Church of Dk as well as thoſe of the Carhohck 
Church, acknowledge the preſence of our Lord in the Eucharilt to 
he a myſtery : but 1aith, they ackrowledee our union with Chriſt 
zo be a myſtery ; which 1s not oppoſite to the other, tho indeed 
It 15s to00 my/ter ious to know how this Unzn follows from his Do- 
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Oppe/ite and contrad tory. | To periwade the Reader that oug 


Author alloweth contradie#tons to be true, he leaves out the word 
ſeemingly, as allo . 21. which ſeemeth to us to include a contrad;s 
&ion. Take notice therefore, that no Carholick afttirms, That 
God can make two conrraddtorzes to be true, and that there is no 
contradiftion. 1n their doCtrine of the Euchariſt. But they be- 
heve it to-be plainly revealed by our Saviour's own words., and 
St. Paul's. ( v. foregoing Diſcourſe, p. 18.) 

Pag. 21. T be doftrine of the Trinity doth as much violence to Phi. 


| beſophy as Trauſubſtantiation. | But Tranſubſtantiation is a. contra« 


aet1on, 


 Pag. 25. Biſhop Audrews's famous ſaying, ( which the Replzer 
would falfly tranſlate or interpret; ) T he real preſence which we hold, 
7s as real as the corporal which the Papiſts hold. Which Propoſition 
1s both falſe in 1t ſelf, and falfly father'd upon Biſhop. Andrews: 
For they who believe only a fizaratzve preſence, believe not 10 


much as they who believe a rea/ alſo. For 1t 1s to {ay, That he who 


believes a real abſence, believes a real preſence. 


Pag. 27- Marg. Chri/t was made inall things like to us.] In his 
Jncarnaticn, that we might be made like to him in his ghor?fication 
In his 7#carnation a natural body, with the. ike imperfeQtions, 
{ufterings, ge. 1n his Ghrificaticon a ſpiritual body. | 

T he Heavens mint contain him.| The word 1s not conzam, but 
recerve him. "That his body, which 1s not now endowed with 1a- 
tural properties, but ſprritual, 1s in Heaven, no Catholrch denies, 
tor that would: be againſt the Creed. But they ſay, that he is borit 
in Heaven, and inthe Zuchari/tt: or elſe what.needs. all this dif. 
courſe about his being 27 ſeveral places at. once. 


Pag. 28. HFculd he not wonder that St. Auſtin. | Our: Author's 
quotation out of St. Auſtin, de cara pro moriuts, is true and perti- 


nent. Our Rephier himſelf p, 29. ſeems not to dare affirm, that a_ 


Sprrit caunot be 1m. ſeveral places or ubi's : but if 1t be a contradiion, 
S. Zuftin needs not enquire; it not. a coutradid7ion, neither 1s it 
for a ſp:r:tual body to be 1o.. So that it matters not, whether the 
eMariyrs bodies are ſpoken of by St. Juſizy. Nor doth the quo« 
tations brought by our Repher ot of St. AuStin Zp. 57. ad Dardar 


8, nor that of Trad. 21, in Johan. in the leaſt contradid& the 
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doQtrine of the Charch. But that in Tra. 3o. in Job. is perfeAly 
againſt the Repher. Forr after that S. Auitim had ſaid, that our 
Lord was in ders places (1n heaven and earth) 21 hzs fe time, þ 
the omnipotence of Almighty God ; he ſaith, that homo td, 
ſecundum corpus mm loco eft, gy de loco migrat ; ty cum ad alum hcum 


- wenerit, in eo loco, unde venit, non eſt. He ſpeaks here of men in 


this natural ſtate, which is moſt true, if no miracle interpoſed ; 
but concerning our Saviour he þad ſaid before, that he was 


whilſt upon earth in heaven alſo by the power of God. 


Pag. 29. 4 contradittion for a boay to be locally in one place, and 


really received in another. | What the Author ſaith is molt true ; 
what the Repher ſubſlitutes, 1s neither the ,44urhor's, nor common, 
ſenſe. Bur it is moſt certain, that to ſay the real /ub/tantial body 
of our Lord is only in heaven, and the ſame boay to be really received 

on earth, 1s as much a contradiction as to ſay ; the natural, efſen- 
z1al body of our Lord 1s really in ſeveral places ; which 1s none ar all. 


Thus have I with very great /£d;um juſtified our Author againſt 
the Replier ; what remains, 1s either repetition of what 1s ſaid 
befote, or concerns the ſubjett of Adoration ; concerning which , 


it it pleaſe God to continue our ſtrength, we.ſhall not be long in : 


His .debt. 
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Corrigenda > Adaenaa. 


51. 28. P. 49.50. the places. Io8. I9. 


' i. 6. (9c. Sce P. 60. 


Pas. me. -. Pag. lme. 
2. 20. Þ. 54-2 LI. I9. 
18. 28. to body. 21. 
23, 2. ef (1n the quota- 89.27; 

ton ſet down above p.z 0.) 87. 23- 
34. 35- Obl. 3. p.13. 94- 29. 


52." I4- deiore, p.35.-. LIO. 24. 
54 4 deep. 123. "T2 23. 
54 23. op1110n Þ. 69. T2364. 
G4. 13. Chriſtus non jubet. 148. I3. 


obſcrvation p. Ig. 
crofs | p. 7s. 
taken pallively 
quotation P. 48. 
made p. 45. 


of Suarez p.'105- 


above, P. 102. 
there confuting 1t 
comes more Peace 


Biſhop Pornez. 


